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Executive Summary 

This summary of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) on the 2001 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) for the San Francisco Bay Area is included here to provide background for 
the material presented in this, the Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR). The Executive 
Summary explains the scope and content of the 2001 RTP and the Draft EIR. The Final EIR was 
written in response to comments received on the Draft EIR and incorporates by reference the entire 
text of the Draft EIR. This Executive Summary has been updated to reflect the revisions to the Draft 
EIR presented in Chapter 2 of this document. The Draft EIR, together with this document, form the 
Final EIR for the 2001 RTP. 

The proposed 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) represents the transportation policy and 
action statement of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) for how to approach 
the region’s transportation needs over the next 25 years. The 2001 RTP proposes a set of future 
transportation projects and programs that can be implemented with available funding as well as 
identifying projects that could be considered if new funding is obtained. The 2001 RTP is 
intended to serve the region’s mobility needs while addressing other important societal goals. The 
six main goals of the proposed 2001 RTP are: 

• Improve mobility for persons and freight; 

• Promote safety for system users; 

• Promote equity for system users; 

• Enhance sensitivity to the environment; 

• Support the region's economic vitality; and, 

• Support community vitality in the region. 

MTC recognizes that transportation decisions have a role in influencing the economic and 
community vitality of the Bay Area. The proposed 2001 RTP represents MTC's best effort to 
guide the region in the development of a transportation system that meets the Bay Area’s mobility 
needs while addressing other important societal goals. The proposed 2001 RTP addresses the Bay 
Area’s ground transportation system. Development of regional airport and seaport plans occur in 
separate processes. 

INTRODUCTION  

PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

This environmental assessment of the proposed 2001 RTP–which may be referred to as “the 
RTP Project,” or “the Project,” throughout this document–fulfills the requirements of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and is designed to inform decision-makers, 
responsible and trustee agencies, and the general public of the proposed 2001 RTP and the range 
of potential environmental impacts that could result from its implementation. This EIR 
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recommends a set of measures to mitigate any significant adverse regional impacts identified. It 
also analyzes alternatives to the proposed 2001 RTP. 

SCOPE OF THE EIR 

This EIR on the proposed 2001 RTP is a program EIR as defined in the CEQA Guidelines. 
Program EIRs can be used as the basic, general environmental assessment for an overall program 
of projects which will be implemented through a series or group of later actions. While these later 
actions are not evaluated in this program EIR, individual projects will be evaluated in compliance 
with CEQA prior to project approval. 

2001 RTP EIR ORGANIZATION 

This EIR document is organized into four parts, as outlined below. This executive summary 
which includes a review of the potentially significant adverse regional environmental impacts of 
the proposed 2001 RTP and the measures recommended to mitigate those impacts. This executive 
summary also notes whether those measures mitigate the significant impacts to a level of 
insignificance. Finally, the executive summary describes the alternatives, their merits compared to 
the 2001 RTP, and dismisses the environmentally superior alternative. 

Part One: Introduction and Project Description 

Part One includes two chapters. Chapter 1 describes the relationship between the proposed 2001 
RTP and the EIR and describes the basic legal requirements of a program level EIR. It discusses 
the level of analysis and the alternatives considered as well as how this EIR is related to other 
environmental documents and its intended uses. Chapter 2 introduces the purpose and objectives 
of the 2001 RTP and summarizes specific information that will be used to describe the 2001 RTP 
and complete the EIR analysis. This includes a discussion of the existing project setting and an 
outline the Bay Area’s projected population and employment growth rates and development 
patterns through the planning horizon to the year 2025. In addition, State and Federal legislation 
that guides the development of the RTP process is reviewed. Finally, this chapter introduces the 
proposed 2001 RTP and four project alternatives. 

Part Two: Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures 

Part Two describes the existing environmental setting for each of the environmental impact areas 
analyzed in the EIR, the potential impacts that the proposed 2001 RTP would have on these areas, 
and measures to mitigate the potential impacts identified. Each impact area is analyzed in a 
separate chapter. Each chapter is organized as follows: 

• Environmental setting; 

• Criteria of significance;  

• Methods of analysis; 

• Summary of impacts (direct and indirect/cumulative); and 
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• Significant impacts and mitigation measures (direct and indirect/cumulative). 

Part Three: Alternatives and CEQA Required Conclusions 

Part Three includes a description of four transportation alternatives to the proposed 2001 RTP 
and an assessment of their potential to achieve the objectives of the 2001 RTP while reducing 
potentially significant adverse regional environmental impacts. Part Three also includes a 
comparison and summary of any potentially significant adverse regional environmental impacts 
that implementation of the alternatives would have for each of the environmental impact areas. 
As required by CEQA, an environmentally superior alternative is identified. Finally, Part Three 
includes an assessment of the impacts of the proposed 2001 RTP in several subjects areas required 
by CEQA, including: 

• Significant irreversible environmental changes; 

• Growth-inducing impacts; and 

• Cumulative impacts. 

Part Four: Appendices 

Part Four includes the EIR appendices. Appendix A includes the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 
this EIR and Appendix B includes copies of the letters received on the NOP. Appendix C includes 
detailed project lists for the proposed 2001 RTP and the four alternatives studied here. Finally, 
Appendix D includes a detailed discussion of the regulatory setting associated with biological 
resources and a detailed list of special-status species in the Bay Area with the potential to occur in 
or near the transportation improvements proposed in the 2001 RTP. A more detailed 
descriptions of additional significant ecosystems in the Bay Area that are not outlined in Part Two 
are is also included.  

APPROACH TO THE STUDY 

ALTERNATIVES 

This EIR evaluates the impacts of the proposed 2001 RTP and four transportation alternatives. A 
summary of the 2001 RTP is included in Chapter 1.2 and a full description of the four alternatives 
is in Chapter 3.1. The alternatives are as follows: 

• No Project Alternative — This includes transit, local roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
projects that are in advanced planning stages and slated to go forward since they have full 
funding commitments. These projects are identified in the federally required Fiscal Year 
2001 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and include fully funded sales tax 
projects authorized by voters in five Bay Areas counties, including sales tax 
reauthorizations in Alameda and Santa Clara Counties from the November 2000 election. 

• System Management Alternative — This alternative includes a set of projects intended to 
address existing corridor mobility issues. It emphasizes the application of available funds 
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in ways that would improve the operational efficiency of the existing transportation 
system, such as more express bus service, reversible carpool lanes, and a better connected 
HOV and transit system. This alternative provides more funding for street and road 
pavement maintenance shortfalls. Freeway ramp metering is assumed for the most 
congested corridors. Congestion pricing is assumed on the Bay bridges to generate 
additional revenues, including transit operating revenues, and some highway projects are 
deferred to provide additional capital funding. 

• Blueprint 1 Alternative — This alternative includes the 2001 RTP projects plus projects 
considered in MTC’s 2000 Bay Area Transportation Blueprint for the 21st Century that 
could be funded if certain new revenue sources are developed. These revenue sources are 
considered reasonable in that they represent extensions of or increases to existing funding 
sources, or have legislative authorization to be developed or implemented. Potential 
sources of new revenue include a regional gas tax of up to 10-cents, higher bridge tolls, 
new and extended sales taxes in various counties, BART bonds, and continuation of 
higher state transportation funding levels as recently provided in the Governor’s 2000 
Transportation Congestion Relief Program (TCRP), and passed by the State Legislature as a 
proposed constitutional amendment on the March 2002 ballot. 

• Blueprint 2 Alternative — This alternative includes the Blueprint 1 Alternative projects 
plus projects considered in MTC’s 2000 Transportation Blueprint for the 21st Century for 
which a funding source has not yet been identified. Potential funding sources include 
higher federal and state gasoline taxes, a state sales tax for transportation, even higher 
bridge tolls, etc. Many of these projects are being considered in other ongoing planning 
studies, including expanded ferry service, a California High Speed Rail system, and other 
long-term highway and transit improvements. Since this alternative includes all of the 
Blueprint 1 projects, it represents the most extensive set of transportation projects that 
could be funded under the most optimistic assumptions about future revenues. 

LEVEL OF ANALYSIS 

This EIR focuses primarily on regional impacts, but also addresses transportation corridor 
impacts for a number of the environmental impact areas. This approach reflects the organization 
of the 2001 RTP which presents information and transportation investments in a corridor format. 
MTC has defined 15 multi-modal travel corridors in the 2001 RTP in recognition of their 
primacy as determiners of regional travel patterns. As a program level EIR, individual project 
impacts are not addressed unless they are found to be regionally significant.  

CUMULATIVE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS 

The term “cumulative impact”, as defined in the CEQA Guidelines (§15355), “refers to two or 
more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound 
or increase other environmental impacts.” This EIR distinguishes between the impacts of the 2001 
RTP investment program as a whole and the independent impacts of forecast population and 
employment growth, which the projects and programs of the proposed 2001 RTP will serve. MTC 
assumes the regional growth estimates based upon the Association of Bay Area Governments’ 
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(ABAG) Projections 2000.1 The impacts on the environment caused solely by the adoption and 
implementation of the 2001 RTP are not considered cumulative impacts in and of themselves. 
Additionally, some impacts on the environment are not under the influence of MTC and occur 
for reasons unrelated to its 2001 RTP investment. 

2001 RTP BACKGROUND 

With a population of nearly seven million in 2000, the San Francisco Bay Area is the fourth most 
populous metropolitan area in the United States behind Los Angeles, New York and Chicago. The 
region consists of nine counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, 
Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma. There are a total of 4,436,500 acres in the region, and 
approximately 680,900 acres, or 15 percent, are developed. Seventy percent of this developed land 
is in residential use. The Bay Area transportation network includes, interstate and state freeways, 
county expressways, local streets and roads, bike paths, sidewalks, and a wide assortment of 
transit technologies, including heavy rail, light rail, intercity rail, buses, trolleys and ferries. 

PROJECTED GROWTH 

According to ABAG Projections 2000, the five most populated counties in the year 2000 in 
descending order were, Santa Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco and San Mateo, 
accounting for 82 percent of the region's population. ABAG projects that the Bay Area will add 
about 1.3 million new residents between 2000 and 2025. Population continues to grow much 
more quickly in suburban areas than urban areas as development expands outwards. Moreover, 
as a result of the shortage of affordable housing in the Bay Area, growth from the Bay Area is 
spilling over to outlying counties, such as San Benito, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Merced. Figure 
S-1 illustrates Bay Area growth. 

                                                        

1 As part of the 2001 RTP planning effort, ABAG extended the forecasts in Projections 2000 by an additional five years (from year 
2020 to 2025) to correspond to the RTP horizon year of 2025. 
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With respect to employment, the top five counties for employment were in the year 2000 Santa 
Clara, Alameda, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Contra Costa, accounting for 86 percent of the 
Bay Area jobs. ABAG estimates that approximately 1.2 million new jobs will be created in the 
region between 2000 and 2025. The five most populous counties will also account for 84 percent 
of the region's jobs at the end of this period. While the top three counties will rank the same, 
Contra Costa County will surpass San Mateo in 2025. Bay Area employment trends are shown in 
Figure S-2. 

PROJECT IMPACTS 

The analysis emphasizes the impacts of the 2001 RTP as a complete program, rather than as 
detailed analysis of the transportation improvements in the 2001 RTP. Individual improvements 
must still comply with the requirements of CEQA. Detailed analysis of the transportation 
improvements proposed in the 2001 RTP would be the responsibility of the agencies approving 
those projects. This EIR identifies three types of impacts: 

• Short-term impacts; 

• Long-term impacts; and  

• Cumulative impacts. 

In many instances the impacts outlined in this EIR do not so much result from the transportation 
improvements in the 2001 RTP as from the growth these projects are intended to serve. These are 
considered cumulative impacts. Table S-1 summarizes the significant impacts and recommended 
mitigation measures identified in this EIR. The impacts are organized by environmental impact 
area in the order in which they appear in Part Two. 
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ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

The CEQA Guidelines require each EIR to identify the environmentally superior alternative 
among the alternatives analyzed. If the No Project Alternative is identified as the environmentally 
superior alternative, then the EIR must identify another of the alternatives from among the 
alternatives analyzed. Since the No Project Alternative cannot be identified as the 
environmentally superior, this EIR identifies the Systems Management Alternative (Alternative 2) 
as environmentally superior. This alternative would result in fewer adverse environmental 
impacts because it would have less project development activity given the focus on maintenance 
and more efficient operations on the existing system. This alternative would also perform 
comparably to the No Project Alternative in several of the impact areas. However, Alternative 2 
also adopts many of the strategies discussed in the 2001 RTP that are innovative and have not yet 
been developed sufficiently for widespread implementation (congestion pricing on the Bay 
bridges, use of reversible lanes, taking existing mixed flow lanes for carpools, and larger 
implementation of regional express bus services). Based on these conditions and the need to 
develop further consensus within the transportation community, public, and legislature for these 
types of strategies, this alternative is not yet ready for implementation. Further work is 
anticipated in all of these areas which will help determine their ultimate feasibility and public 
acceptability. 
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Table S-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

 Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 
Transportation 
2.1-1 Many transportation impacts show negative 

trends between 1998 and 2025 such as average 
travel time, auto accessibility to jobs, increases in 
VMT at LOS F, etc. (The one indicator that does 
show improvement is total jobs accessible by 
transit). These trends are the result of sustained 
population and economic growth that will occur 
in the region between 2000 and 2025 and the 
mismatch between travel demand and the supply 
of new capacity. However, in each of the impact 
areas evaluated the Project Alternative provides 
a significant improvement over the No Project 
Alternative. In addition, the Project provides 
further benefits that are not measured by funding 
shortfalls in pavement maintenance for local 
streets, capital rehabilitation needs of transit, and 
the costs of many ongoing regional programs 
directed at better system management and 
customer service. 

There are no significant adverse effects on mobility due to 
implementation of the proposed 2001 RTP. The effects are all beneficial 
compared to the No Project Alternative. 

Less than significant 

Air Quality 
2.2-1 Emissions impacts for the Project Alternative for 

CO, ROG, and NOX are not considered to be 
significant, since they are lower than today’s 
emissions by substantial amounts. 

None required. Less than significant 

2.2-2 Projected increases in population, jobs, and 
income are the main contributors to the rise in 
VMT, the corresponding increase in PM10 
emissions, and the associated increased public 
health risk.  Roadway lane miles are projected to 
increase by only 5 percent by the year 2025, 
while population is expected to increase by 19 
percent and jobs will increase by 33 percent.  
The overall transportation investment strategy in 
the RTP is expected to decrease projected PM10 

The 2001 RTP reduces PM10 emissions relative to the No Project 
Alternative. Thus, implementation of the 2001 RTP is a measure to 
mitigate the environmental impact due to growth in PM10 since it includes 
programs and projects that can reduce the growth in VMT. Further, if a 
Federal PM-10 attainment plan is required in the future, then MTC will 
cooperate with the BAAQMD and US EPA in future development of PM10 

control strategies for motor vehicles which may be technological or 
travel behavior based, or both. 
 
 

Increases in PM10 emissions 
with or without the 
project will be 
cumulatively significant. 
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Table S-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

 Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 
emissions on a cumulative basis by including 
programs and projects to reduce the growth in 
VMT. 

Energy 
2.3-1 Projected increases in population, jobs, and 

income are the main contributors to increased 
transportation energy consumption.  Roadway 
lane miles are projected to increase by only 5 
percent by the year 2025, while population is 
expected to increase by 19 percent and jobs will 
increase by 33 percent. 

The cumulative impact of increased transportation energy consumption 
and carbon dioxide (global warming emissions) could be mitigated by 
Congress adopting more stringent automobile fuel standards. 

Increases in transportation 
energy consumption with 
or without the project will 
be cumulatively significant. 

 

Geology and Seismicity 
2.4-1 Seismic events could damage existing and 

proposed transportation infrastructure through 
surface rupture, ground shaking, liquefaction, 
landslides and tsunamis. Potential impacts to 
property and public safety from seismic activity 
would be considered significant. 

MTC requires project sponsors to comply with CEQA and NEPA prior 
to project approval by MTC. The following mitigation measures shall be 
included in project-level analysis as appropriate for proposed new 
transportation improvements. The project proponent or local jurisdiction 
shall be responsible for ensuring adherence to the mitigation measures 
outlined below prior to construction: (refer to bulleted list of mitigation 
measures for this impact in Chapter 2.4). 

Significant 

2.4-2 Highway and rail construction could require 
significant earthwork and road cuts. Such 
projects could increase short-term and long-
term soil erosion potential and slope failure. 

Implementing agencies shall ensure that projects employ Best 
Management Practices to reduce soil erosion by water and wind. These 
could include temporary cover of exposed, engineered slopes, or silt 
fencing. All construction activities and design criteria shall comply with 
applicable codes and requirements of the 1997 Uniform Building Code 
with California additions (Title 22), and applicable Caltrans construction 
and grading ordinances. Implementing agencies shall also ensure that 
project designs provide adequate slope drainage and appropriate 
landscaping to minimize the occurrence of slope instability and erosion. 
Design features shall include measures to reduce erosion from 
stormwater. Road cuts shall be designed to maximize the potential for 
revegetation. 

Less than significant 

2.4-3 Projects built on highly compressible or 
expansive soils could become damaged and 
weakened over time. 

Implementing agencies shall ensure that geotechnical investigations be 
conducted by qualified professionals (registered civil and geotechnical 
engineers, registered engineering geologists) to identify the potential for 
differential settlement and expansive soils. Recommended corrective 
measures, such as structural reinforcement and replacing soil with 

Less than significant 
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Table S-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

 Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 
engineered fill, shall be incorporated into project designs. 

2.4-4 The projected population increase in the Bay 
Area will result in increased travel on all modes 
of transportation. This would result in an 
increased risk of exposure of people and 
property to the potentially damaging effects of 
strong seismic shaking, fault rupture, seismically-
induced ground failure and slope instability. 

Since the cumulative impacts from the 2001 RTP are essentially the same 
as the direct and short-term impacts (exposing travelers to geologic 
hazards), the mitigation measures for this impact would be the same as 
for those outlined above. 

Less than significant 

Biological Resources 
2.5-1 Transportation improvements in the 2001 RTP 

could adversely affect sensitive biological 
resources, including wetlands and aquatic 
resources. 

Project sponsors shall demonstrate compliance with the provisions of 
CEQA and NEPA, as applicable, prior to project approval by the MTC. 
At the time of project certification, project sponsors shall agree to 
comply with mitigation measures to protect special-status plant and 
wildlife species. This requirement obligates project sponsors to 
implement measures that avoid, minimize, and compensate for significant 
impacts to special-status species and their habitat. In accordance with 
guidelines of the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), a goal of “no net loss” 
of wetland acreage and value will be implemented, wherever possible, 
through avoidance of the resource. Mitigation for wetlands impacts due 
to proposed transportation projects would be based on project-specific 
wetland mitigation plans, subject to approval by the Corps and 
commenting agencies. Mitigation for placing fill in wetlands would be 
partially achieved by avoiding wetlands, and by minimizing fill where 
avoidance is not feasible. 

Less than significant 

2.5-2 Transportation improvements in the 2001 RTP 
could cause substantial disturbance of biologically 
unique or sensitive communities, including 
CDFG-recognized protected plant communities. 

In accordance with guidelines of the Corps, EPA, USFWS, and CDFG, a 
goal of “no net loss” shall be achieved through avoidance of the resource, 
or through creation or restoration of habitat of superior or comparably 
quality. Where applicable, projects shall conform to the provisions of 
special area management or restoration plans such as the Suisun Marsh 
Protection Plan. 

Less than significant 

2.5-3 Proposed transportation improvements in the 
2001 RTP could have deleterious impacts on 

Typical measures that may be included by project sponsors include: (refer 
to bulleted list of mitigation measures for this impact in Chapter 2.5). 

Significant 
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Table S-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

 Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 
special-status plant and wildlife species identified 
as endangered, candidate, and/or special status 
by the CDFG or USFWS, or on designated 
critical habitat for listed species. 

2.5-4 Construction activities could adversely affect 
nonlisted nesting raptor species. 

Typical measures that may be included by project sponsors include: (refer 
to bulleted list of mitigation measures for this impact in Chapter 2.5). 

Less than significant 

2.5-5 Construction activities could impact nonlisted 
nesting birds species protected under the federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Typical measures that may be included by project sponsors include: (refer 
to bulleted list of mitigation measures for this impact in Chapter 2.5). 

Less than significant 

2.5-6 Construction activities could cause mortality of 
common wildlife species. 

No mitigation is required for this impact; however, the implementation of 
feasible mitigation measures for Impacts 2.5-1 and 2.5-2 above would 
further lessen this project impact. 

Less than significant 

2.5-7
  

Forecast urban development that would be 
served by transportation improvements in the 
2001 RTP, combined with improved regional 
mobility provided by the 2001 RTP, could 
contribute to the conversion of undeveloped 
land to urban uses, resulting in the removal or 
fragmentation of habitat area. 

As the cumulative impacts of the transportation improvements in the 
2001 RTP are the same as the direct impacts listed above, the mitigation 
measures for this impact would also be the same. 
 

Less than significant 

Water Resources 
2.6-1 Construction of the proposed transportation 

improvements in the 2001 RTP could adversely 
affect water quality and drainage patterns in the 
short term due to erosion and sedimentation. 

MTC shall require that project sponsors comply with CEQA (and NEPA 
if appropriate) prior to project approval by MTC. Project sponsors shall 
commit to mitigation measures at the time of certification of their 
project environmental document. These commitments obligate project 
sponsors to implement measures that would minimize or eliminate any 
significant impacts on water resources. Local permitting agencies shall 
require preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP shall be consistent with the State 
Construction Storm Water General Permit, the Manual of Standards for 
Erosion and Sedimentation Control by the Association of Bay Area 
Governments, policies and recommendations of the local urban runoff 
program (city and/or county), and the recommendations of the RWQCB. 
Preparation of the SWPP shall include a survey of current and historical 
uses on any land to be converted to transportation uses in order to 
determine if hazardous chemicals were ever used or released and to 

Less than significant 
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Table S-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

 Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 
identify remedial measures to protect surface and groundwater quality as 
necessary. Implementation of the SWPPP shall be enforced by inspecting 
agencies during the construction period via appropriate options such as 
citations, fines, and stop-work orders. 

2.6-2 The transportation improvements in the 2001 
RTP could adversely affect water resources in 
the long term by reducing permeable surfaces, 
which could result in additional runoff and 
erosion, and decreased drainage area and 
groundwater recharge. 

Typical mitigation measures that could be considered by project sponsors 
include: (refer to bulleted list of mitigation measures for this impact in 
Chapter 2.6). 

Less than significant 

2.6-3 Forecast urban development that would be 
served by transportation improvements in the 
2001 RTP, combined with new public and private 
infrastructure improvements to accommodate 
future planned urban development, could create 
higher erosion rates and reduced groundwater 
recharge. 

As the cumulative impacts of the transportation improvements in the 
2001 RTP are the same as direct impacts 2.6-1 and 2.6-2 listed above, the 
mitigation measures for the cumulative impact would be the same as for 
the direct impacts. 
The MTC shall require that the project sponsors comply with CEQA 
(and NEPA if appropriate) prior to project approval by MTC. Project 
sponsor shall commit to mitigation measures at the time of certification 
of each project environmental document. To mitigate the potential for 
impacts from construction activities, local permitting agencies shall 
require preparation and implementation of a SWPPP. 
To reduce the long-term potential for additional runoff and erosion, 
decreased drainage area and groundwater resulting from the increase in 
paved surfaces, MTC shall require implementation of the mitigation 
measures listed above for Impact 2.6-2. 

Less than significant 

Visual Resources 
2.7-1 Construction of certain transportation 

improvements in the 2001 RTP could significantly 
affect visual resources by adding or expanding 
transportation facilities in rural or open space 
areas, blocking views from adjoining areas, 
blocking or intruding into important vistas along 
roadways, and changing the scale, character, and 
quality of designated or eligible Scenic Highways. 

MTC shall require that project sponsors comply with CEQA (and NEPA 
if appropriate) prior to project approval by MTC. Project sponsors shall 
commit to mitigation measures at the time of certification of their 
project environmental document. These commitments obligate project 
sponsors to implement measures that would minimize or eliminate any 
significant visual impacts. Typical mitigation measures that could be 
considered by project sponsors include: (refer to bulleted list of 
mitigation measures for this impact in Chapter 2.7). 

Less than significant 

2.7-2 The construction of soundwalls along freeways Transportation project sponsors should consider the following mitigation Significant 



Execut i ve  Summary  

  S-13 

Table S-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

 Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 
and arterials, where they are used to reduce 
noise levels in surrounding residential areas, 
could significantly alter views from the road 
reducing visual interest and sense of place while 
also limiting views and sunlight from adjoining 
areas. 

measures to minimize significant visual impacts: (refer to bulleted list of 
mitigation measures for this impact in Chapter 2.7). 

2.7-3 Forecast urban development that would be 
served by transportation improvements in the 
2001 RTP could significantly change the visual 
character of many areas in the region, especially 
where development would occur on visually 
prominent hillsides or in existing rural or open 
space lands. 

Local land use agencies are responsible for the approval of forecast urban 
development. These agencies should apply development standards and 
guidelines to maintain compatibility with surrounding natural areas, 
including site coverage, building height and massing, building materials and 
color, landscaping, site grading, etc., in visually sensitive sites areas. 

Significant 

Noise 
2.8-1 Construction of the transportation 

improvements proposed in the 2001 RTP would 
have short-term noise impacts on surrounding 
areas. 

MTC shall require that project sponsors comply with CEQA (and NEPA 
if appropriate) prior to project approval by MTC. Project sponsors shall 
commit to mitigation measures at the time of certification of each 
environmental document and at the time of project approval. 
Construction noise mitigation normally required by Caltrans, as well as 
local city and county ordinances. Construction mitigation measures 
generally limit construction activities to times when construction noise 
would have the least effect on adjacent land uses, and would require such 
measures as properly muffling equipment noise, and turning off 
equipment when not in use. 

Less than significant 

2.8-2 Transportation improvements proposed as part 
of the 2001 RTP could result in noise levels that 
approach or exceed the FHWA and FTA Noise 
Abatement Criteria. 

Noise mitigation measures must respond to local land use compatibility 
criteria, and, if federal funding is used for the project, mitigation measures 
must also conform to applicable FHWA or FTA noise abatement criteria. 
These commitments obligate project sponsors to implement measures 
that would minimize or eliminate any significant noise impacts. Typical 
mitigation measures that should be considered by project sponsors 
include: (refer to bulleted list of mitigation measures for this impact in 
Chapter 2.8). 
As noted, the implementation of noise mitigation will, in some cases, 
more than offset the noise impacts of a particular transportation 
improvement. As a result, the 2001 RTP has the potential to bring noise 
abatement benefits to communities that currently experience noise 

Less than significant 
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Table S-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

 Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 
problems resulting from existing traffic. 

2.8-3 Forecast urban development that would be 
served by transportation improvements in the 
2001 RTP will result in increased traffic volumes 
along some transportation corridors in the Bay 
Area and could, in turn, increase noise levels 
along some of these corridors. 

Except where project specific improvements create the need for noise 
mitigation, increased noise in other parts of the Bay Area would not 
necessarily be mitigated unless communities and local transportation 
authorities: 1) determine that a noise problem exists and that the 
problem is one of a perceptible nature, and 2) identify local or other 
transportation funds not currently included in the proposed RTP to 
provide the necessary mitigation. In many corridors the projected traffic 
increases are unlikely to produce perceptible increases in noise since 
there may not be any sensitive receptors nearby and the increased 
volumes would not trigger a significant impact. 

Less than significant 

Cultural Resources 
2.9-1 Individual transportation improvements in the 

2001 RTP that involve ground disturbing 
activities have the potential to disturb, destroy, 
or significantly affect cultural resources. 
 

MTC shall require that project sponsors comply with CEQA (and NEPA 
if appropriate) prior to project approval by MTC. Project sponsors shall 
commit to mitigation measures at the time of certification of their 
project environmental document. These commitments obligate project 
sponsors to implement measures that would minimize or eliminate any 
significant impacts on cultural resources. Typical mitigation measures that 
can be considered by project sponsors include: (refer to bulleted list of 
mitigation measures for this impact in Chapter 2.9). 

Less than significant 

2.9-2 Forecast urban development that would be 
served by transportation improvements in the 
2001 RTP could, when it occurs, have the 
potential to disturb, destroy, or significantly 
affect cultural resources. 

Local land use agencies are responsible for the approval of forecast urban 
development and for determining appropriate mitigation during their 
CEQA processes. In addition, local historic preservation regulations, 
where they exist, would apply to such development. 

Significant 

Population, Housing, and Social Environment 
2.10-1 Right-of-way acquisition associated with 

transportation improvements in the 2001 RTP 
could result in residential and business 
displacement or relocation. 

MTC shall require that project sponsors comply with CEQA (and NEPA 
if appropriate) prior to project approval by MTC. Project sponsors shall 
commit to mitigation measures at the time of certification of their 
project environmental document. Mitigation measures will be identified 
to the extent feasible to minimize impacts. These commitments obligate 
project sponsors to implement measures that would minimize or 
eliminate any significant community displacement effects. Mitigation for 
displacement effects involves the preparation and execution of relocation 

Less than significant 



Execut i ve  Summary  

  S-15 

Table S-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

 Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 
assistance plans that typically consider: (refer to bulleted list of mitigation 
measures for this impact in Chapter 2.10). 

2.10-2 Transportation improvements in the 2001 RTP 
have the potential to disrupt or divide a 
community by separating community facilities, 
restricting community access to the region, or 
eliminating community amenities. 

Mitigation measures will be identified to the extent feasible to minimize 
impacts. Additionally, MTC can encourage project sponsors through EIR 
comments to consider design elements in their projects that would 
maintain or enhance neighborhood accessibility. 

Less than significant 

2.10-3 Construction of transportation improvements in 
the 2001 RTP could significantly disrupt adjoining 
communities in the short term. 

Typical mitigation measures that could be considered by project sponsors 
include: (refer to bulleted list of mitigation measures for this impact in 
Chapter 2.10). 

Significant 

Land Use 
2.11-1 Construction of certain transportation 

improvements in the 2001 RTP, such as the 
expansion of existing facilities and the 
construction of new facilities, could convert 
resource lands, including prime agricultural lands 
designated by the State of California, 
Department of Conservation Mines and Geology 
Mineral Resource Zones 2 and 3 (MRZ-2 and 
MRZ-3), and parks and open space lands in 
public ownership or control, to transportation 
uses. 

MTC shall require that project sponsors comply with CEQA (and NEPA 
if appropriate) prior to project approval by MTC. Project sponsors shall 
commit to mitigation measures at the time of certification of their project 
environmental document. These commitments obligate project sponsors 
to implement measures that would minimize or eliminate any significant 
impacts resulting in the conversion of resource lands. Typical mitigation 
measures that could be considered by project sponsors include: (refer to 
bulleted list of mitigation measures for this impact in Chapter 2.11). 

Significant 

2.11-2 Concurrent implementation of the proposed 
2001 RTP and forecast development of 
residential and employment land uses in the Bay 
Area over the next 25 years would result in a 
significant expansion of urban areas and 
significant changes in land use and the character 
of neighborhoods and districts in the Bay Area. 

While MTC has no land use authority and cannot directly affect the 
pattern that future land uses will take, it can continue to participate in 
and promote the efforts of the Regional Agencies Smart Growth Initiative 
which is intended to coordinate regional smart growth efforts to use land 
more efficiently, optimize transportation and other infrastructure 
investments, preserve open space, etc. In this way, MTC can pursue the 
enhanced coordination of local land use plans and investments in the 
2001 RTP. 

Less than significant 

2.11-3 The amount and location of new development 
can have locally significant effects on 
transportation demand, and on the location and 
amount of congestion. 

While the secondary impacts of local land use decisions on the 
transportation system in the Bay Area are potentially significant, the 
mitigation associated with Impact 2.11-2 above could lead to the 
enhanced coordination of local land use plans and investments in the 
2001 RTP. MTC also supports better integration of transportation and 

Significant 
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Table S-1: Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

 Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 
land use through its Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) 
program and Housing Incentive Program (HIP). 
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1 Introduction 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) responds to comments addressing the Draft EIR, published August 2001. The Final EIR is 
intended to aid Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) as it considers adoption of the 
RTP, as well to as comply with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). This document, combined with the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR on the project. 
This Final EIR amends and incorporates by reference the Draft EIR, which is available as a 
separately bound document from the MTC or at http://www.mtc.ca.gov/projects/rtp/eir.htm. 

The primary purpose of this Final EIR is to revise and refine the environmental analysis and 
mitigation measures in the Draft EIR in response to written comments and recommendations 
received during the 45-day public review period. This review period of the Draft EIR (State 
Clearinghouse No. 2001032141) was from August 10, 2001 through September 28, 2001; some of 
the comments were received a few days after the closing period, and are also responded to in this 
Final EIR. A list of individuals, agencies, and organizations that commented on the Draft EIR is 
included in Section 3 of this document. Copies of written comments, along with responses, are 
included in Section 4. Some commenters raised points relating to both the 2001 RTP and the 
Draft EIR; this Final EIR responds to comments on the latter; for comments on the former, refer 
to Appendix F and the Final 2001 RTP that is available from the MTC.  

ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 

This document is organized as follows. 

Section  Contents 

 Executive Summary EIR summary as revised in response to comments on the Draft 
EIR  

1 Introduction Introduces the Final EIR and summarizes the contents of the 
document 

2 Revisions to the Draft EIR Lists revisions to the Draft EIR by topic in the order in which 
they are arranged in the Draft EIR.  

3 List of Comments Received on the 
Draft EIR 

Lists all persons and organizations from whom comments on 
the Draft EIR were received 

4 Comments and Responses to 
Comments Received on the Draft EIR 

Photocopies of comments, with numbers added in the margins, 
and responses, numbered accordingly 

5 Revised 2001 RTP Update project list Revised projects list in response to comments on DEIR and/or 
the draft 2001 RTP 

6 Appendices A. Findings, Facts in Support of Findings 
B. Statement of Overriding Considerations 
C. Mitigation Monitoring Program 
D. MTC Resolution 3425 certifying the EIR on the 2001 RTP 
E. Notice of Determination 
F. Response Letters to RTP Comments 
G. MTC Resolution 3427 adopting the 2001 RTP 

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/projects/rtp/eir.htm
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2 Revisions to the Draft EIR 

This section includes the revisions to the Draft EIR. These revisions have been made in response 
to comments or based on MTC staff and consultant review. These revisions appear here by 
chapter in the order they appear in the Draft EIR. Text additions appear in underline and text 
deletions appear in strikeout. 

MTC has refined the Draft 2001 Regional Transportation Plan based upon agency and public 
comments. MTC Resolution 3427 adopts the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan, and details the 
major and minor revisions to the Draft 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (see Appendix G). 
The changes to the RTP as described in MTC Resolution 3427 do not alter the conclusions 
presented in the Draft EIR regarding significant environmental impacts or mitigation measures. 

CHAPTER 1.1: INTRODUCTION AND STUDY APPROACH 

Revise Text as Follows: 

Page 1-6, Blueprint 2 Alternative bullet, second sentence: 

Potential funding sources include higher federal and state gasoline taxes, a state sales tax for 
transportation, even higher bridge tolls, etc. 

CHAPTER 1.2:  OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSED 2001 REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

Revise Text as Follows: 

Page 1-16, Project Description section, Financial Assumptions subsection, first paragraph, second 
sentence: 

Total estimated revenues over the next 25 years amounts to $87.4 $81.6 billion, and constitutes 
the financial resources available for the 2001 RTP. 

Page 1-16, Project Description section, Financial Assumptions subsection, second paragraph: 

Of the total $87.4 $81.6 billion in revenues over the next 25 years, $78.8 $73.9 billion is 
committed to specific uses. The remaining $8.6 $7.7 billion in uncommitted funds is referred to 
as “Track 1”, and is the focus of the 2001 RTP decisions for the current update. 

Revise Figures as Follows: 

Page 1-17, Figure 1.2-4 should be replaced by the following revised figure: 
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Page 1-17, Figure 1.2-5 should be replaced by the following revised figure: 
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Page 1-18, Track 1 Investments subsection, first paragraph, first sentence: 

The focus of the 2001 RTP is on priorities for the use of $8.6 $7.7 billion Track 1 funds over the 
next 25 years. 

Page 1-18, Figure 1.2-6 should be replaced by the following revised figure: 

 

Page 1-19, first paragraph, first sentence, add footnote as follows: 

The Regional Transit Expansion (RTEP) projects are identified in MTC Resolution 3427 
adopting the final 2001 Regional Transportation Plan. Refer to Appendix G of the Final EIR on 
the 2001 RTP. 

Page 1-19, Blueprint Investments subsection, first paragraph, second sentence: 

These funding sources total $20.4 $20.9 billion, and are described as follows: 

Page 1-19, Blueprint Investments subsection, fourth bullet: 

State sales tax on gasoline: ($5.8 $6.3 billion) 
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Page 1-19, 2001 RTP Investments by Corridor subsection, last sentence, add footnote as follows: 

The project listings for Committed Funding and Track 1 have been revised for the final 2001 
Regional Transportation Plan. These revisions are reflected in Section 5 of the Final EIR on the 
2001 RTP. See also MTC Resolution 3427 adopting the final 2001 RTP, included in Appendix G 
of the Final EIR on the 2001 RTP. 

CHAPTER 2.1: TRANSPORTATION 

Revise Text as Follows: 

Page 2-10, Accessibility, second paragraph, second sentence: 

Compared to 1998, accessibility of households to total jobs would generally decline for auto users 
and increase for transit users, due to the significant transit investments in both the No Project 
and Project alternatives (see Table 2.1-8). 

Revise Table as Follows: 

Table 2.1-8, page 2-11, title should read as follows: 

Table 2.1-8: Accessibility of Households to Jobs Opportunities (1998 to 2025) 

CHAPTER 2.2: AIR QUALITY 

Revise Text as Follows: 

Page 2-30, Cumulative Impacts, first paragraph, fourth sentence: 

These trends are the effect of the stringent emission controls CARB has adopted for new engines 
and fuels. On the other hand, PM10 emissions increase compared to current conditions, because 
they are strongly influenced by growth in vehicle miles or travel, with lesser contributions from 
tire and brake wear and exhaust. (It should be noted that while projected VMT is increasing due 
to substantial increases in population, total employment, labor force, and interregional travel, the 
rate of increase is lower than in the recent past: 1.47 percent compounded per year from 1998 to 
2025, compared to 2.22 percent between 1990 and 1998). The attendant increase in travel and 
PM  10 emissions is believed to represent a threat to public health according to BAAQMD. 
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Revise Impacts and Mitigation Measures as Follows: 

Page 2-30, Cumulative Impact: 

2.2-2 PM10 emissions are projected to increase substantially due to projected regional growth 
and the attendant increase in travel. This is considered a cumulative impact.  Projected 
increases in population, jobs, and income are the main contributors to the rise in VMT, 
the corresponding increase in PM  10 emissions, and the associated increased public health 
risk.  Roadway lane miles are projected to increase by only 5 percent by the year 2025, 
while population is expected to increase by 19 percent and jobs will increase by 33 
percent.  The overall transportation investment strategy in the RTP is expected to 
decrease projected PM  10 emissions on a cumulative basis by including programs and 
projects to reduce the growth in VMT. 

Page 2-31, Mitigation Measures, last sentence: 

Further, if a Federal PM-10 attainment plan is required in the future, then MTC will identify 
appropriate control measures for PM-10 emissions cooperate with the BAAQMD and US EPA in 
future development of PM  10 control strategies for motor vehicles which may be technological or 
travel behavior based, or both. 

CHAPTER 2.3: ENERGY 

Revise Text as Follows: 

Page 2-35, first full paragraph, last sentence: 

The overall energy efficiency estimated for the entire vehicle fleet today is 22 21.9 mpg, remaining 
constant for the forecast period. 

Page 2-37, Method of Analysis, first paragraph, second sentence: 

As explained above, average on-road vehicle fuel economy rates in California are approximately 
22 21.9 miles per gallon in 2000 and are assumed to remain steady throughout the remainder of 
the planning period to 2025. 

Page 2-37, Direct Impacts, first paragraph, second sentence: 

Total energy usage is expected to increase by 28 47 percent betweenover 1998 and 2025 for both 
the Project Alternativeand the No Project. 
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Revise Tables as Follows: 

Table 2.3-4, page 2-37, should be replaced with the following revised table: 

Table 2.3-4: Daily Energy Use on Transportation Systems (BTUs in billions) (1998 to 2025)    

Alternative On-Road Vehicle Use Transit Use1 Total Energy 

1998 736 26 762 

2025 No Project 1,099 29 1,128 

2025 Project A 1,092 31 1,123 

2025 Project B 1,092 30 1,122 
1 Derived from projected miles of travel and energy intensities for rail and ferry modes calculated from data in APTA, 2000 Public 

Transportation Fact Book, March 2000. 

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 2001. 

 

Table 2.3-5, page 2-38, should be replaced with the following revised table: 

Table 2.3-5: Carbon Dioxide and Energy (BTUs in billions) (1998 to 2025)    

 1998 
2025 

No Project 
2025 

Project A 
2025 

Project B 

CO2 473.1 687.5 671.9 667.6 
Energy 762 1,128 1,123 1,122 

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 2001. 

 

Revise Text as Follows: 

Page 2-38, Indirect/Cumulative Impacts, first paragraph, last two sentences: 

There would also be cumulative impacts on energy consumption associated with the population 
and employment induced travel growth in the region between 1998 and 2025 of about 29 47 
percent. This is higher than the population and employment growth rates, but lower than the 
employment growth rate. 

Revise Impacts as Follows: 

Page 2-38, Cumulative Impact: 

2.3-1 There will be a cumulative impact in energy use resulting from growth in travel between 
1998 and 2025.  Projected increases in population, jobs, and income are the main 
contributors to increased transportation energy consumption.  Roadway lane miles are 
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projected to increase by only 5 percent by the year 2025, while population is expected to 
increase by 19 percent and jobs will increase by 33 percent. 

CHAPTER 2.4: GEOLOGY AND SEISMICITY 

Revise Figure as Follows: 

Figure 2.4-3, page 2-49, change the legend for the Mostly Landslides category from “MA” to 
“MO”. 

Revise Project Impact Table as Follows: 

Table 2.4-4, page 2-54, Golden Gate Corridor, fifth project: 

 Doyle Drive Replacement – US 101 south of 
the Golden Gate Bridge 

>45% 

 

Table 2.4-5, page 2-57, Golden Gate Corridor, third project: 

 Doyle Drive Replacement – US 101 south of the Golden Gate Bridge 

 

CHAPTER 2.5: BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Revise Mitigation Measures as Follows: 

Impact 2.5-3, page 2-78, mitigation measure, first bullet, last sentence: 

• Consultation shall also be conducted with the CDFG for transportation projects that could 
adversely affect State-listed candidate, or otherwise special status species, to determine the 
need for further consultation or permitting actions. 

 

CHAPTER 2.6: WATER RESOURCES 

Revise Project Impact Table as Follows: 

Table 2.6-3, page 2-96, Golden Gate Corridor, sixth project: 

 Doyle Drive Replacement – US 101 south 
of the Golden Gate Bridge 

Adjacent to San Francisco Bay  
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Revise Mitigation Measures as Follows: 

Impact 2.6-1, page 2-99, mitigation measure: 

The SWPPP shall be consistent with the State Construction Storm Water General Permit, the 
Manual of Standards for Erosion and Sedimentation Control by the Association of Bay Area 
Governments, policies and recommendations of the local urban runoff program (city and/or 
county), and the recommendations of the RWQCB. Preparation of the SWPP shall include a 
survey of current and historical uses on any land to be converted to transportation uses in order 
to determine if hazardous chemicals were ever used or released and to identify remedial measures 
to protect surface and groundwater quality as necessary. Implementation of the SWPPP shall be 
enforced by inspecting agencies during the construction period via appropriate options such as 
citations, fines, and stop-work orders. 

Impact 2.6-3, page 2-101, mitigation measure: 

As the cumulative impacts of the transportation improvements in the 2001 RTP are the same as 
the dDirect iImpacts 2.6-1 and 2.6-2 listed above, the mitigation measures for the cumulative 
impact this impact would also be the same as for the direct impacts. 

The MTC shall require that the project sponsors comply with CEQA (and NEPA if appropriate) 
prior to project approval by MTC. Project sponsor shall commit to mitigation measures at the 
time of certification of each project environmental document. To mitigate the potential for 
impacts from construction activities, local permitting agencies shall require preparation and 
implementation of a SWPPP. 

To reduce the long-term potential for additional runoff and erosion, decreased drainage area and 
groundwater resulting from the increase in paved surfaces, MTC shall require implementation of 
the mitigation measures listed above for Impact 2.6-2. 

CHAPTER 2.7: VISUAL RESOURCES 

Revise Project Impact Table as Follows: 

Table 2.7-1, page 2-110, Golden Gate Corridor, fifth project: 

 Doyle Drive Replacement – US 101 
south of the Golden Gate Bridge 

This project would widen the highway 
located at the northern terminus of an 
eligible scenic highway. 
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CHAPTER 2.8: NOISE 

Revise Mitigation Measures as Follows: 

Impact 2.8-2, page 2-132, mitigation measure, third bullet: 

• Insulation of public, and under rare circumstance private, buildings or construction of noise 
barriers around sensitive receptor properties.9 [Footnote (9): Currently, neither FHWA nor 
Caltrans are permitted to install insulation in private residences, except under rare 
circumstances.] 

 

CHAPTER 2.9: CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Revise Project Impact Table as Follows: 

Table 2.9-2, page 2-142, Golden Gate Corridor, third project: 

 Doyle Drive – US 101 south of the 
Golden Gate Bridge 

This project would widen the highway 
and construct elevated structures and 
could affect historic and archaelogical 
resources if present. 

 

CHAPTER 2.10: POPULATION, HOUSING, AND SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT 

Revise Project Impact Table as Follows: 

Table 2.10-9, page 2-160, Eastshore-South Corridor, third project: 

 Tinker Ave. extension from Main St. to 
Webster St. 

Extension could displace existing public 
institutional uses. Community disruption 
could also occur. 

 

CHAPTER 2.11: LAND USE 

Revise Criteria of Significance as Follows: 

Criterion 1, page 2-171: 

• Criterion 1: Converts resource land to transportation use. Implementation of the 2001 RTP 
would have a potentially significant impact if it converts important agricultural lands, open 
space, mineral resources, or other natural resources for the development of transportation 
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facilities. Such conversion from natural resource use would be significant whether or not the 
proposed facility is consistent with local or regional plans. 

Revise Text as Follows: 

Page 2-171, Conversion of Resource Land to Transportation Use, first paragraph, third sentence: 

Important natural resource lands include prime agricultural lands designated by the State of 
California, Department of Conservation Mines and Geology Mineral Resource Zones 2 and 3 
(MRZ-2 and MRZ-3), and parks and open space lands in public ownership or control. 

Page 2-172, Direct Impacts, Conversion of Resource Land, first paragraph, first sentence: 

Table 2.11-4 identifies the transportation improvements in the 2001 RTP that could result in the 
conversion of agricultural, open space, mineral resource, and natural resource lands to 
transportation use. 

Revise Project Impact Tables as Follows: 

Table 2.11-4, page 2-173, Golden Gate Corridor, third, fifth, and sixth projects: 

 US 101 northbound and southbound 
HOV lanes between Marin County line 
and Old Redwood Highway 

Conversion of adjacent agricultural lands; 
Conversion of adjacent MRZ-2 lands 

 US 101/Tiburon Boulevard interchange 
improvements: widen southbound 
offramp 

Conversion of adjacent MRZ-3 lands  

 Doyle Drive Replacement – US 101 
south of the Golden Gate Bridge 

Conversion of parklands for minimal right 
of way requirements 

 

Table 2.11-4, page 2-173, North Bay East-West Corridor, first and second projects: 

North Bay East-West Widen Rte. 12 from 2 to 4 lanes 
between I-80 and Rte. 29 (Jameson 
Canyon) 

Conversion of adjacent prime agricultural 
lands and grazing lands; Conversion of 
adjacent MRZ-3 lands 

 Route 12/29 grade separation Conversion of adjacent MRZ-3 lands 

 

Table 2.11-4, page 2-173, Eastshore-North Corridor, fourth project: 

 Extend I-80 westbound HOV lane from 
north of Cummings Skyway to Route 4 

Conversion of adjacent MRZ-3 lands 
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Table 2.11-4, page 2-173, Delta Corridor, first project: 

Delta Upgrade Route 4 to full freeway from I-
80 to Cummings Skyway  

Conversion of adjacent grazing lands; 
Conversion of adjacent MRZ-3 lands 

 

Table 2.11-4, page 2-173, Eastshore-South Corridor, first, third, and fourth projects: 

Eastshore-South Widen Union City Blvd. from 4 to 6 
lanes from Paseo Padre Ave. to 
Industrial Pkwy. 

Conversion of adjacent prime agricultural 
lands; Conversion of adjacent MRZ-2 lands  

 Widen Thornton Ave. from 2 lanes to 4 
lanes between Gateway Blvd. To 
Hickory St. 

Conversion of adjacent MRZ-2 lands  

 Route 238 (Hayward Bypass); four lane 
expressway from Harder to Industrial 
Parkway 

Conversion of adjacent MRZ-2 and MRZ-3 
lands  

 

Table 2.11-4, page 2-173, Fremont-South Bay Corridor, second project: 

 Route 84 southbound HOV extension 
from Newark Blvd. to I-880 

Conversion of adjacent MRZ-2 lands 

 

Table 2.11-4, page 2-173, Silicon Valley Corridor, third project: 

 Widen US 101 from 6 to 8 lanes with 
HOV lanes from Metcalf Road to 
Cochrane Road 

Conversion of adjacent MRZ-2 and MRZ-3 
lands 

 

Table 2.11-4, page 2-173, Diablo Corridor, first project: 

Diablo Route 24 eastbound auxiliary lanes 
from Gateway Boulevard to 
Brookwood Road/Moraga Way in 
Orinda 

Conversion of adjacent MRZ-2 lands 
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Table 2.11-4, page 2-173, Tri-Valley Corridor, first project: 

Tri-Valley Widen I-580 to add an HOV land in 
each direction from west of Tassajara 
Road in Pleasanton to east of Vasco 
Road in Livermore 

Conversion of adjacent MRZ-2 lands 

 

Table 2.11-4, page 2-173, Peninsula Corridor, first project: 

Peninsula Corridor Route 92 from US 101 to Route 280: 
add westbound passing lane 

Conversion of adjacent MRZ-3 lands 

 

Revise Impacts and Mitigation Measures as Follows: 

Page 2-175, Impact 2.11-1: 

Construction of certain transportation improvements in the 2001 RTP, such as the expansion of 
existing facilities and the construction of new facilities, could convert resource lands, including 
prime agricultural lands designated by the State of California, Department of Conservation Mines 
and Geology Mineral Resource Zones 2 and 3 (MRZ-2 and MRZ-3), and parks and open space 
lands in public ownership or control, to transportation uses. 

Impact 2.11-1, page 2-175, mitigation measure, fourth bullet: 

The purchase of agricultural land conservation easements on land of at least equal quality and 
size as partial compensation for the direct loss of agricultural land. 

CHAPTER 3.1: ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

Revise Text as Follows: 

Page 3-3, Blueprint 2 Alternative (Alternative 4), second sentence: 

Potential funding sources include higher federal and state gasoline taxes, a state sales tax for 
transportation, even higher bridge tolls, etc. 

Revise Tables as Follows: 

Table 3-1.3, page 3-4, title should read as follows: 

Table 3.1-3: Accessibility of Households to Jobs (1998-2025) 
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Table 3.1-6, page 3-7, should be replaced with the following revised table: 

Table 3.1-6: Average Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), Energy (billions of BTUs), and Emission Estimates 
using EMFAC 7G Factors (tons/day) (1998 to 2025)    

 1998 
2025 

No Project 
2025 

Project A 
2025 

Project B 
System 

Management Blueprint 1 Blueprint 2 

Average Daily VMT (000s) 128,369 191,768 190,587 190,450 189,976 190,163 189,391 

ROG 178.40 49.3 46.8 46.52 46.40 46.5 46.3 

PM10 64.0 91.9 91.4 91.3 91.1 91.1 90.7 

CO 2,044.36 795.3 779.3 777.4 774.2 776.3 773.72 

NOX 251.37 146.5 146.3 147.4 145.9 147.2 146.70 

CO2 473.1 687.5 671.9 667.6 666.4 669.2 666.5 

Energy 762 1,128 1,123 1,122 1,120 1,131 1,153 

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 2001. 

Table 3.1-7, column 1, page 3-9, should be modified as follows: 

Energy 
The No Project alternative uses less slightly higher 
energy for vehicle and transit operations compared 
to the Project and the other a Alternatives. It would 
use the least energy for construction since it does 
not implement any new projects other than those 
that are already committed.  

 



2-14 

This page intentionally left blank. 

  



 

3-1 

3 List of Comments Received on the 
Draft EIR 

A total of 18 letters were received during the 45-day comment period, from August 10, 2001 
through September 28, 2001. Although several comments were received late, they are responded 
to in this Final EIR. Each letter has been numbered. Comments have been delineated and 
numbered consecutively within each letter. The following table lists the comment letters received. 
Reproductions of the letters and responses are included in Section 4 of this document.  

Organization Letter Date Signatory 

Department of Fish and Game 1 8/31/01 Robert W. Floerke, Central Coast Regional 
Manager 

Department of Toxic Substances 2 9/19/01 Barbara J. Cook, Chief Northern California Coastal 
Cleanup Operations Branch 

Department of Transportation 3 9/28/01 Randell H. Iwasaki, Acting District Director 

Department of Transportation 3.1 10/3/01 Joan Boruki, Chief, Office of Deployment Planning 

Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District 

4 9/28/01 Ellen Garvey, Executive Officer/Air Pollution 
Control Officer 

City of Alameda 5 9/27/01 Cynthia Eliason, Planning Manager 

MTC Advisory Council 6 9/26/01 Miriam L. Gholikely 

 7 9/28/01 Christopher Pederson 

Sierra Club, Bay Chapter 8 9/28/01 Kathleen Nimr, Chair, Transportation and 
Compact Growth Committee 

Department of Conservation 9 9/27/01 Kenneth E. Trott, Environmental Coordinator 

Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research 

10 10/1/01 Terry Roberts, Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse 

Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research 

11 10/1/01 Terry Roberts, Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse 

Santa Cruz County Regional 
Transportation Commission 

12 9/28/01 Linda Wilshusen, Executive Director 

 

Bay Area Transportation and Land 
Use Coalition 

13 10/3/01 Rebecca Kaplan 

Transportation Solutions Defense 
and Education Fund 

14 10/1/01 David Schonbrunn, President 

Latino Issues Forum 15 10/3/01 Enrique Gallardo, Senior Program Manager 

Bike the Bridge! Coalition 16 10/3/01 Jason Meggs, East Bay Coordinator 

Marin County Bicycle Coalition 17 10/3/01 Debbie Hubsmith, Executive Director 

Northwest Information Center 18 9/20/01 K. Thorne for Leigh Jordan, Coordinator 
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4 Comments and Responses to the Draft 
EIR 

This section contains copies of the comment letters received on the Draft EIR on the 2001 
Regional Transportation Plan (2001 RTP) and the responses to them. Each comment letter is 
numbered, and each individual comment is lettered in the right-hand margin. The pages 
following the letter list the responses to the comments using the same number-letter 
combination. 

Where possible, the information and/or revisions suggested in these comment letters have been 
incorporated into the Final EIR. These revisions are included in Section 2 of this document. 

All documents incorporated herein by reference are available for review at the MTC offices 
located at: 

Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter 
101 Eighth Street 
Oakland, CA 94607  
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LETTER 1 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, AUGUST 31, 2001 

1-A The requested language regarding consultation with the Department of Fish and Game 
for State-listed, candidate, or otherwise special status species has been incorporated into 
the revised mitigation measure for Impact 2.5-3 in Section 2 of this document. 
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LETTER 2 DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL, SEPTEMBER 
19, 2001 

2-A As noted in this comment letter, the issues it raises regarding historical assessments, 
surveys, or other requirements prior to implementation of specific future transportation 
projects under the RTP, will be addressed in the site-specific environmental review of 
those projects. Language addressing these comments has been incorporated into the 
revised mitigation measure for Impact 2.6-1 in Section 2 of this document. 

2-B Please refer to the response to comment 2-A. 

2-C Please refer to the response to comment 2-A. 

2-D Please refer to the response to comment 2-A. 

2-E Comment noted. MTC will consult with the Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(“DTSC”) on future projects regarding issues relevant to DTSC’s statutory authority as 
necessary and appropriate. 

2-F Comment noted. 





























2001 RTP  F ina l  Env i ronmenta l  Impact  Repor t  

 

4-30 

LETTER 3 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, SEPTEMBER 
28, 2001 

3-A As noted in this letter, most of its comments concern the substance of the RTP itself, not 
the Draft EIR which provides environmental review of that plan. To the extent these 
comments raise environmental issues, responses are provided below. Responses to these 
comments on the RTP are provided separately. See Appendix F. Note: MTC has made 
several corrections to the RTP’s Committed Funding investments in response to Caltrans’ 
project-specific comments. In particular, SHOPP-funded projects will be added to 
Committed Funding. These corrections will be reflected in the final RTP. 

3-B Comment noted. This EIR—which analyzes the potentially significant impacts of the 
adoption of the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan by the MTC—is a program EIR, as 
defined by section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, and is intended to be used as the 
general environmental assessment of the overall program of projects presented in the 
2001 RTP. (See California Transportation Commission Regional Transportation Plan 
Guidelines (December 1999), pp. 23-24 (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092.) While this 
EIR is intended to simplify the process of preparing subsequent EIRs and Negative 
Declarations, it is not intended to relieve individual project sponsors—including the 
Department of Transportation—acting as the lead agency from the responsibility of 
completing more precise, project-level analysis to fulfill the requirements of CEQA 
and/or NEPA. 

The analysis of visual resources in this EIR—which was also conducted for the 1998 and 
1994 RTP EIRs—is not intended to make the process for environmental approval of 
projects more complicated. As with the analysis of any other environmental impact area 
included in this EIR, detailed, project-specific environmental analysis would be expected 
to take precedence over the programmatic analysis used in this EIR. In its role as a project 
sponsor and lead agency, the Department of Transportation will be obligated to look 
more closely at a range of environmental impact areas, including visual resources, for 
individual transportation projects within its jurisdiction. 

3-C This comment is addressed in the modified Figure 2.4-3 in Section 2 of this document. 

3-D Comment noted. Most noise literature indicates that a 3 decibel level change is 
perceptible to the average person under normal circumstances. Typically, a doubling in 
traffic volume would produce an increase of 3 decibels if, for example, traffic speed 
remains constant in all lanes. The specific noise impacts of each project must be analyzed 
based on the specific proposal and its particular circumstances. 
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3-E This comment is addressed in the revised mitigation measure for Impact 2.8-2 in Section 
2 of this document. 
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LETTER 3.1 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION DIVISION OF 
NEW TECHNOLOGY AND RESEARCH, OCTOBER 3, 2001 

3.1-A This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues under 
CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. 
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LETTER 4 BAY AREA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT, SEPTEMBER 
28, 2001 

4-A Comment noted. 

4-B Particulate matter of less than 10 microns in diameter (“PM10") from mobile sources is 
projected to increase by 42.8 percent between 1998 and 2025, from 64.0 to 91.4 tons per 
day because the projected rate of growth in vehicle miles of travel (“VMT”) is 48.5 
percent over this 27-year period. The growth in VMT in the Bay Area is due to both the 
substantial increases in population (22.5 percent), total employment (40.0 percent), labor 
force (37.1 percent), as well as the location of growth which contributes to the length of 
trips (average vehicle trip lengths for commute trips are expected to increase from an 
average of 10.0 miles per trip in 1998 to 11.5 miles per trip by 2025, a 14.9 percent 
increase). In addition, real growth in household auto ownership is predicted to increase 
by 28.2 percent. Thus, demographic forces primarily account for increased PM10 
emissions due to additional VMT.  

With only a 5 percent increase in roadway lane miles in the RTP between 1998 and 2025, 
the RTP does not contribute to significant additional vehicle activity. Rather, as noted in 
the Draft EIR, without implementation of the RTP, PM10 emissions are expected to 
increase substantially due to projected regional growth and the attendant increase in 
travel, which the Draft EIR identifies as a significant impact on a cumulative basis. 
Implementation of the 2001 RTP will mitigate the significance of cumulative PM10 
emissions because it includes programs and projects to reduce the growth in VMT. 

Further, MTC welcomes Air District initiatives to address increased PM10 emissions due 
to additional VMT caused by demographic forces. Without major economic and social 
disruptions, it would be infeasible to reduce VMT in a way that would avoid the region’s 
projected PM10 increases. Yet, the issue of increasing PM10 emissions is a state and 
nationwide regulatory issue. Research in tire and pavement technology could be 
productive, as could research in highway maintenance procedures and protocols. 

4-C Comment noted. 

4-D Growth in VMT is caused primarily by changes in socio-economic characteristics (see the 
Response to Comment 4-B). Even with the substantial investment in new transit capacity 
evaluated in the Blueprint 1 Alternative, cumulative PM10 emissions only decrease from 
91.4 tons per day to 91.1 tons per day in 2025. The projected increases in population, 
jobs, and income are the main contributors to the rise in VMT, the corresponding 
increase in PM10 emissions, and the associated increased public health risk. The overall 
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transportation investment strategy in the RTP is expected to decrease projected PM10 
emissions on a cumulative basis by including programs and projects to reduce the growth 
in VMT. 

This comment is further addressed in revisions to the discussion of Impact 2.2-2 in 
Section 2 of this document. 
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LETTER 5 CITY OF ALAMEDA, SEPTEMBER 27, 2001 

5-A The Tinker Avenue Extension has been removed from Table 2.10-9. Please refer to the 
revised table in Section 2 of this document. 
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LETTER 6 MIRIAM L. GHOLIKELY, MEMBER, MTC ADVISORY COUNCIL AND 
MCAC, SEPTEMBER 26, 2001 

6-A This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this RTP comment is provided separately. See Appendix F. 
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 LETTER 7 CHRISTOPHER PEDERSON, SEPTEMBER 28, 2001 

7-A Planning future land uses is outside MTC’s scope of authority, however, and is not a 
purpose of the 2001 RTP. (See California Transportation Commission Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines (December 1999), pp. 2-3.) Rather, metropolitan planning 
regulations and conformity regulations require that MTC use the latest planning 
assumptions in the long range plan and air quality analysis of the RTP. (See also CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G.) Thus, the transportation improvements proposed in the RTP 
are consistent with the projected and planned growth in the Bay Area, as identified by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (“ABAG”) (http://www.abag.ca.gov) in 
consultation with local governments, who determine which lands are available for new 
development.  

The 2001 RTP does not – and cannot – alter the amount of land allocated for 
development in local land use plans. At most, a small number of transportation 
improvements in the 2001 RTP could have a localized effect on the timing of 
development in areas that depend on new access. (See Draft EIR, pp. 3-15 - 3-16.) Site-
specific environmental review of these projects and their localized effects will be 
conducted as described in the Draft EIR. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, pp. 1-2 - 1-3, 1-6 - 1-7.) 
Please also refer to the responses to comments 8-U and 8-W. 

7-B Please refer to the responses to comments 7-A and 14-A. 

7-C The Draft EIR was prepared to inform decision-makers of the potentially significant 
environmental consequences of the 2001 RTP. Toward that end, Chapter 2.11 of the Draft 
EIR provides a detailed discussion of the relationship between the transportation 
improvements proposed in the RTP and land use, and evaluates the general land use 
implications of the proposed RTP and a range of alternatives. Specifically, beginning on 
page 2-170, the Draft EIR discusses urbanization impacts that could result from changes 
in accessibility made by some transportation improvements. (See also Draft EIR, pp. 2-
165 - 2-177 (Section 2.11, Land Use); id. at pp. 3-15 - 3-16 (discussing potential growth-
inducing impacts).) The transportation improvements proposed in the RTP are 
consistent with the projected and planned growth in the Bay Area, as identified by ABAG 
in consultation with local governments, who determine which lands are available for new 
development. Please also refer to the response to comment 7-A. 

7-D Pursuant to Government Code section 65080, the RTP includes a Financial Element that 
summarizes the cost of implementing the projects in the RTP considering a financially 
constrained environment. (See California Transportation Commission Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines (December 1999), pp. 21-22.) In certain program 
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elements such as the Regional Transit Expansion Policy (RTEP) cost-effectiveness was 
used as a criteria for project selection.  The Draft EIR does not further speculate as to the 
cost effectiveness of other transportation improvements in the 2001 RTP or its 
alternatives; nor would such speculation lead to any further meaningful environmental 
analysis at this conceptual, programmatic planning stage.   

7-E An EIR for any project subject to CEQA review must consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the project that offer substantial environmental advantages over the project 
proposal, and may be “feasibly accomplished in a successful manner” considering the 
economic, environmental, social and technological factors involved. (Citizens of Goleta 
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 566 (“Goleta II”); Pub. Resources 
Code, § 21061.1.) The discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the 
requirement as to the discussion of alternatives is subject to a construction of 
reasonableness. The statute does not demand what is not realistically possible given the 
limitation of time, energy, and funds. (Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of 
Trustees (1979) 89 Cal.App.3d 274, 286; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. 
(f)(3) (an EIR need not consider an alternative whose implementation is remote and 
speculative).) 

Infeasibility does not mean impossibility; an alternative or mitigation measure that is 
undesirable or impractical from a policy standpoint may be rejected as infeasible. (City of 
Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 416 (the concept of “feasibility” 
necessarily involves an agency policy-making body’s view as to what is desirable); see also 
A Local and Regional Monitor v. City of Los Angeles (1993) 16 Cal.App.4th 630, 639; 
Kostka & Zischke, Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act, CEB, Vol. 1, § 
17.21, p. 659.) 

The System Management Alternative was defined in response to public comments 
requesting that MTC analyze an alternative that could be more environmentally 
protective than the proposed Project alternative. MTC defined the System Management 
Alternative to consist of more regional express buses, congestion pricing on the Bay 
bridges (to fund the buses and move traffic out of the peak hours), and reversible lanes 
for some freeways instead of full widening. (See, e.g., MTC Planning and Operations 
Committee Meeting of September 14, 2001 (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092), p. 2.) Two 
highway projects were also deleted as suggested by some members of the public: (1) a 
fourth bore for the Caldecott Tunnel and the RTP-funded portion of the Hayward 
Bypass. MTC looked at this alternative in an effort to be responsive to public comments, 
notwithstanding its likely infeasibility due to social, technical, and economic factors that 
make its implementation remote. (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 566; Residents Ad Hoc 
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Stadium Committee, supra, 89 Cal.App.3d at p. 286; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 
15126.6, subd. (f)(3).) 

Furthermore, analysis of the System Management Alternative in the Draft EIR 
determined that it is, at best, only marginally environmentally superior to the RTP 
Project at a regional scale, and cannot feasibly be accomplished in a successful manner at 
this time. (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 566; Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee, 
supra, 89 Cal.App.3d at p. 286; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (f)(3).) 

7-F The 2001 RTP is comprised of transportation projects and programs that reflect six broad 
policy goals: (1) improve mobility for persons and freight; (2) improve safety for system 
users; (3) promote equity for system users; (4) enhance sensitivity to the environment; (5) 
sustain the economic vitality of the region; and (6) promote vital and livable 
communities. (See California Transportation Commission Regional Transportation Plan 
Guidelines (December 1999); Gov. Code, §§ 14522, 65080; see also Title 23, Section 134(f) 
of the U.S. Code (describing transportation planning factors required to be reflected in 
the RTP pursuant to federal law).) Supporting the movement of people and goods with 
relative ease and in a reliable manner is the most essential function of the 2001 RTP. 

The Draft EIR comprehensively evaluates the traffic/transportation impacts of the Project 
and a reasonable range of alternatives pursuant to CEQA. Four significance criteria have 
been identified to measure mobility, accessibility, traffic increase in relation to existing 
traffic load and capacity of the road system as follows: (1) average travel time per trip; (2) 
number of work opportunities by auto and transit; (3) vehicle trips; and (4) vehicle miles 
traveled at level of service F. The “number of work opportunities by auto and transit” 
criterion measures accessibility. A highly comprehensive and detailed analysis of 
accessibility factors is also included in a companion report to the 2001 RTP entitled 
Performance Measures Report for the 2001 RTP for the San Francisco Bay Area (August 
2001) ( incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and 
Public Resources Code section 21092), which reflects the efforts of a working group to 
link performance measures to all of the RTP goals. Please also refer to the response to 
comment 7-A regarding land use planning vs. transportation planning issues. 

7-G Under CEQA, an EIR must identify and focus on the possible significant impacts of a 
proposed project. (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15126, subd. (a), 15126.2, subd. (a); Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21100, subd. (b)(1).) “The significant effects should be discussed with 
emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of occurrence.” (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15143; see also Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21002.1, subd. (e), 21100, subd. (c); 
CEQA Guidelines, § 15128.) Accordingly, the Draft EIR for the RTP appropriately focuses 
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on regional and corridor impacts rather than highly localized impacts, which are not 
likely to be adverse or significant for pedestrian and bicycle trips. 

The RTP programs provide substantial funding ($540 million) for a variety of bike and 
pedestrian improvements.  In addition, the RTP includes transportation programs like 
the Transportation for Livable Communities (“TLC”) program that fund planning and 
capital projects to encourage walkable and bike-friendly neighborhoods and downtowns, 
mixed-use development, and compact housing located adjacent to public transportation. 
MTC also promotes coordination and integration of transportation and land use 
planning through participation in the Regional Agencies Smart Growth Initiative as well 
as through its Housing Incentive Program (“HIP”). (Draft EIR, pp. 2-176 - 2-177.) Please 
also refer to the responses to comments 8-U and 8-W. 

7-H Please refer to the responses to comments 4-B, 4-D, and 8-M. 
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 LETTER 8 SIERRA CLUB BAY AREA CHAPTER, SEPTEMBER 28, 2001 

8-A Metropolitan planning regulations and conformity regulations require that MTC use the 
latest planning assumptions in the long range plan and air quality analysis of the RTP. 
(See also CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.) The development of regional demographic and 
land use projections is the responsibility of ABAG. To produce the land use data for 
Projections 2000, for instance, ABAG continually collects data on current land use and 
development policies of local governments (such as general and specific plans, local 
zoning regulations, sewer hookup moratoria, building permit allocation measures, and 
growth initiatives). MTC has based its transportation and environmental analysis on the 
demographic and land use projections included in ABAG’s Projections 2000. There are no 
other adopted land use forecasts produced by ABAG that could be substituted for these 
projections. 

Additionally, in the fall of 2000, MTC joined four other regional agencies–ABAG, the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (http://www.baaqmd.gov), the San Francisco 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (http://www.bcdc.ca.gov), and the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2)–as well as the Bay Area Alliance for Sustainable 
Development (http://www.bayareaalliance.org), in developing a set of smart growth land 
use options for the future. If adopted by ABAG, MTC will use this scenario in future 
Regional Transportation Plans and EIRs. 

8-B Continuing auto dependency is neither an objective nor a reasonably foreseeable physical 
environmental effect of the proposed project. Rather, the 2001 RTP includes programs 
and projects to reduce auto dependency and anticipated increases in VMT. Furthermore, 
federal and state health-based air quality standards account for all segments of the 
population, including young and old. Mobile source related emissions from all criteria 
pollutants except PM10 are projected to decrease substantially in the future due to 
improved automobile engines and fuels. As noted in the Draft EIR, without 
implementation of the RTP, PM10 emissions are expected to increase substantially due to 
projected regional growth and the attendant increase in travel, which the Draft EIR 
identifies as a significant impact on a cumulative basis. Implementation of the 2001 RTP 
will mitigate the significance of cumulative PM10 emissions because it includes programs 
and projects to reduce the growth in VMT. 

8-C This comment identifies socioeconomic concerns that are outside the CEQA purview. 
(CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15131, subd. (a), 15382; see also Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21100, 
subd. (d), 21151, 21080, subd. (e).) Nevertheless, general mobility issues for minority and 
low income residents are addressed in a report entitled Environmental Justice Report of the 
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2001 RTP for the San Francisco Bay Area (September 2001), incorporated herein by 
reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 
21092. (See also Meeting Minutes, Environmental Justice Advisory Group, January 17, 
2001; and Transportation Justice Working Group/MTC correspondence, February 5, 
2001 through July 2, 2001 (incorporated herein by reference pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092).) 

8-D Please refer to the response to comment 8-A. 

8-E The travel pattern data shown in Tables 2.1-1 and 2.1-7 on pages 2-2 and 2-10 of the 
Draft EIR are based on daily travel patterns, not peak hour trips. The average travel times 
shown in Table 2.1-7 are based on a weighing of peak period and off-peak period travel 
times. 

8-F Table 2.1-8 on page 2-11 of the Draft EIR shows the accessibility of Bay Area households 
to activities by means of auto and transit. This comment is further addressed in the 
revisions to Table 2.1-8 in Section 2 of this document. 

8-G The requested information has been provided through extensive consultation and public 
outreach efforts (see, e.g., MTC Public Outreach & Involvement Program — Phase 1 
Summary Report, June 2001; MTC Public Outreach Notebook, April 2000 (incorporated by 
reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code 
section 21092) and the resultant evaluation of a range of alternatives, considering 
different types and levels of transit service. Changes in transit supply levels for these 
alternatives are shown in Table 3.1-1 on page 3-2 of the Draft EIR. The resulting changes 
in VMT for these alternatives are shown in Table 3.1-6 on page 3-7 of the Draft EIR. 

For additional information, a comparison of daily transit trips and boardings to VMT, by 
alternative, is shown in Table 3 of page 18 of MTC’s Performance Measures Report for the 
2001 Regional Transportation Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area (August 2001) 
(incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public 
Resources Code section 21092). 

8-H Transit accessibility is improving as shown in the Performance Measure Report for the 2001 
RTP (September 2001) (incorporated herein by reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092). Transit’s contribution to 
mobility is situational, depending on the service provided to the desired destination, cost 
and convenience. While the RTP indicates that 77 percent of all future transportation 
revenues will go to public transit, it also projects that only about 6 percent of daily trips 
will use public transit. Please also refer to the response to comment 4-B. 
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8-I This comment does not accurately reflect the information in the Draft EIR. For example, 
Table 2.2-8 on page 2-30 of the Draft EIR shows that emissions for CO, ROG, and NOX 
are expected to decrease substantially between 1998 and 2025, the horizon year of the 
2001 RTP. This information reflects progress in improving air quality through 
transportation planning strategies as well as through stringent controls on automobile 
emissions implemented by the California Air Resources Board (http://www.arb.ca.gov). 
In addition, Table 2.2-1 of the Draft EIR illustrates that the Bay Area meets the 1-hour 
national ozone standard more than 99.9 percent of the time. From 1990 to 2000, 
Livermore is the only monitoring station that has more than one exceedance per year. Six 
stations recorded no exceedances in any year over the eleven-year period. This record has 
been achieved despite the unusually hot weather experienced in the mid-90s. (See also 
Revised 2001 San Francisco Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National 
Ozone Standard adopted by ABAG, BAAQMD, and MTC on October 24, 2001 
(incorporated herein by reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public 
Resources Code section 21092).) 

8-J As noted in the Draft EIR, the CEQA Guidelines provide that significant impacts to air 
quality would occur if the plan would: conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality attainment plan; violate any air quality standard or contribute to an 
existing or projected air quality violation; or result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors). The Draft EIR for the RTP 
considers these criteria to the extent reasonably feasible in a programmatic document by 
evaluating the proposed RTP in relation to overall mobile source emission trends. 

The Draft EIR calculated projected vehicle emissions for the proposed project and 
determined the significance of air quality impacts by comparing them to both the existing 
physical environment and to the “No Project Alternative” (see, e.g., Draft EIR, p. 2-29; 
see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15125; Memorandum to MTC Planning and Operations 
Committee from MTC Executive Director re: Release of Draft EIR for the 2001 RTP, 
August 10, 2001 (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 
15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092).) The Draft EIR indicates that the air 
quality impacts with regard to CO, ROG, and NOX are not significant, because 
implementation of the RTP, together with state controls on vehicle emissions, will result 
in levels of emissions that are substantially lower than levels of criteria pollutants under 
existing conditions (Draft EIR, p. 2-30). This is not an adverse environmental impact 
(see, e.g., CEQA Guidelines, § 15382; see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21068.) 
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As further noted in the Draft EIR, PM10 emissions are expected to increase substantially 
with or without the project due to projected regional growth and the attendant increase 
in travel, which the Draft EIR identifies as a significant impact on a cumulative basis. 
Implementation of the 2001 RTP will mitigate the significance of cumulative PM10 
emissions because it includes programs and projects to reduce the growth in VMT. 

The statements in the Draft EIR with regard to attainability of the BAAQMD criteria are 
based on current demographic projections being used for regional planning; the Draft 
EIR’s data are more accurate than the information upon which the BAAQMD criteria 
were based. No economically or socially feasible, realistic set of strategies for future land 
use changes or transportation pricing suggests that the BAAQMD criteria can be 
achieved. Analysis of data from the Urban Mobility Study (incorporated herein by 
reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 
21092) by the Texas A&M University’s Texas Transportation Institute (“TTI”) 
(http://tti.tamu.edu) indicates that only two of the 68 metropolitan areas studied for the 
1982 to 1999 period had annual VMT growth rates that were less than or equal to 
population growth rates. Data for the 68 metropolitan areas over this timeframe indicate 
an average 1.23 percent per year growth rate in total population and a 3.25 percent per 
year growth rate in daily VMTs. As discussed above, the Draft EIR shows that emissions 
for all criteria pollutants except PM10 will decline substantially throughout the RTP 
planning horizon. 

With respect to the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines, the Air District itself has stated in 
responses to recent comments on the Revised 2001 San Francisco Bay Area Ozone 
Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone Standard adopted by ABAG, BAAQMD, 
and MTC on October 24, 2001 (incorporated herein by reference pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092) “VMT/population 
growth rate comparison is intended for evaluating local plans and their consistency with 
regional air quality plans. The reason this criteria [sic] was established is because the 
California Clean Air Act sets performance standards for growth in motor vehicle use; and 
since local development decisions influence travel demand and local governments have 
sole jurisdiction over land use decisions, the District wants to encourage cities and 
counties to adopt local plans that limit growth in VMT.” (See also 
http://www.baaqmd.gov/planning/2001sip/2001sip.htm.) 

8-K Please refer to the responses to comments 8-I and 8-J. 

8-L Please refer to the responses to comments 4-B and 4-D. 
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8-M The Draft EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA to evaluate the RTP’s potentially 
significant adverse impacts on the environment. Accordingly, the Draft EIR identifies 
increases in energy consumption due to projected increases in travel associated with 
future population and employment growth in the region. (Draft EIR, pp. 2-36 - 2-38.) 
Potentially significant adverse impacts related to transportation energy use are 
determined primarily by the efficiency of cars and trucks (determined at the federal level), 
and public transportation. The Draft EIR explains that tighter federal fuel efficiency 
standards would mitigate these increases to the greatest extent feasible, and further 
explains that, in contrast, analysis of differences between a wide range of RTP 
transportation alternatives reveals very little effect on overall energy 
consumption/greenhouse gas generation (see, e.g., Table 3.1-6). 

Importantly, the Draft EIR evaluates a conservative, “worst-case” scenario because, 
although it acknowledges recent developments in technologies such as hybrid engines, it 
does not assume that they come into widespread use. 

Please also refer to response to comment 4-B regarding trends in VMT. 

8-N This comment states an opinion that potential impacts related to loss of habitat and 
pollution of wetlands or streams cannot be mitigated to a level of insignificance. On the 
contrary, the Draft EIR evaluates these potential impacts to the extent feasible at the 
programmatic level, explains that site-specific review of transportation projects in the 
RTP will be conducted pursuant to CEQA, and identifies performance standards to 
ensure no significant adverse impacts related to biological resources, including no net loss 
of wetland acreage and value. (Draft EIR, pp. 2-76 - 2-82; see, e.g., Rio Vista Farm Bureau 
Center v. County of Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351.) 

8-O The commenter’s proposal to “drop certain projects that are in areas not presently 
urbanized” identifies policy concerns rather than concerns related to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR, and is an inherent consideration in the site-specific “no project” analysis of 
individual RTP transportation projects. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (e).) 

8-P The Draft EIR was prepared to inform decision-makers of the potentially significant 
environmental consequences of the 2001 RTP. Toward that end, Chapter 2.11 of the Draft 
EIR provides a detailed discussion of the relationship between the transportation 
improvements proposed in the RTP and land use. Specifically, beginning on page 2-170, 
the Draft EIR discusses urbanization impacts that could result from changes in 
accessibility made by some transportation improvements. (See also Draft EIR, pp. 3-15 - 
3-16 (discussing potential growth-inducing impacts).) The transportation improvements 
proposed in the RTP are consistent with the projected and planned growth in the Bay 
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Area, as identified by ABAG in consultation with local governments, who determine 
which lands are available for new development. The 2001 RTP does not – and cannot – 
alter the amount of land allocated for development in local land use plans. At most, a 
small number of transportation improvements in the 2001 RTP could have localized 
effects on the timing of development in areas that depend on new access. (See Draft EIR, 
pp. 3-15 - 3-16.) Site-specific environmental review of these projects and their localized 
effects will be conducted as described in the Draft EIR. (See, e.g., Draft EIR, pp. 1-2 - 1-3, 
1-6 - 1-7.) 

8-Q This comment is addressed in the revised mitigation identified for Impact 2.6-3 in 
Section 2 of this document. 

8-R Under CEQA, the appropriate threshold of significance for a given environmental effect is 
simply that level at which the lead agency finds the effects to be significant; it can be 
defined as a quantitative or qualitative standard, or set of criteria, pursuant to which the 
significance of a given environmental effect may be determined. (See Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research, Thresholds of Significance: Criteria for Defining Environmental 
Significance (CEQA Technical Advice Series, September 1994).) While not adopted for 
general use pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.7, MTC has identified 
“significance criterion one” as an appropriate standard for evaluating the potential effects 
of the 2001 RTP, based on substantial evidence in the record. (See, e.g., ABAG’s 
Projections 2000.) Please also refer to the response to comment 8-P. 

8-S Auto dependent development is a result of residential preference factors, split commutes, 
and other influences, which may include, for example, the strong employment growth of 
Silicon Valley in the absence of proportionate residential growth; limitations on the rate 
of residential development by Bay Area cities; the imposition of growth management 
measures, including urban growth boundaries, by many Bay Area cities and counties; or 
other factors. (See, e.g., MTC Commuter Forecasts for the San Francisco Bay Area, 1990-
2020, Data Summary, September 1998 (incorporated herein by reference pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092.) The RTP’s 
strategies, taken as a whole, are expected to enhance mobility and access while 
minimizing environmental impacts to the extent feasible within a framework of financial 
reality. (See MTC Funding Guide and MTC Citizens’ Guide, incorporated by reference 
herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 
21092.) 

Impacts such as traffic congestion and increased air pollutant emissions result from 
regional growth that will continue to occur with or without major transportation 
improvements, since the factors most affecting potential growth are immigration, birth 
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rates of different segments of the population, housing availability and cost, job 
opportunities, and other factors. (Draft EIR, pp. 3-15 - 3-16.) Transportation investment 
in general, and increased capacity in particular, currently lag behind the growth that has 
already occurred in the Bay Area. (See, e.g., MTC Bay Area Transportation Blueprint – 
Phased Implementation Plan (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092.) Roadway lane miles 
are projected to increase by only 5 percent by the year 2025, while population is expected 
to increase by 19 percent and jobs will increase by 33 percent. The limited transportation 
system expansion contemplated in the 2001 RTP therefore will not result in traffic 
congestion impacts, beyond those created by regional growth, that require separate 
mitigation. (Draft EIR, pp. 2-10 - 2-14, 3-15 - 3-16.) 

8-T Table 2.11-4 of the Draft EIR identifies RTP projects with the potential to convert 
resource lands to transportation use. For the purposes of this analysis, agricultural lands 
classified by the California Department of Conservation under its Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program as prime farmland, farmland of statewide importance, farmland of 
local importance, and grazing land were considered a resource. (See also CEQA 
Guidelines, Appendix G.) Agricultural lands classified as other by the Department of 
Conservation were not considered a resource due to their relatively low importance and 
the fact that their limited conversion to transportation use would not be significant at a 
regional level. The Draft EIR does indicate, however, that while on a regional level the 
conversion of resource lands to transportation use would not be significant, some 
conversion could be considered locally significant. Such impacts must be evaluated on a 
case-by-case basis in the process of site-specific environmental review of RTP projects. 

8-U “[T]he sprawl which is currently planned” by cities and counties in the Bay Area is not an 
adverse impact of the 2001 RTP for which the Draft EIR can identify feasible mitigation. 
(See Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21002, 21081, subd. (a), 21100, subd. (b)(3); CEQA 
Guidelines, §§ 15002, subd. (a)(3), 15021, subd. (a)(2), 15091, subd. (a)(1), 15126, subd. 
(e), 15126.4.) MTC has no land use authority and cannot directly affect growth patterns. 
To the extent reasonably feasible, MTC promotes coordination and integration of 
transportation and land use planning through participation in the Regional Agencies 
Smart Growth Initiative as well as through its Transportation for Livable Communities 
(“TLC”) program and its Housing Incentive Program (“HIP”). (Draft EIR, pp. 2-176 - 2-
177.) Please also refer to the response to comment 8-W.  

8-V Planning future land uses is outside MTC’s scope of authority and is not a purpose of the 
2001 RTP. (See California Transportation Commission Regional Transportation Plan 
Guidelines (December 1999), pp. 2-3 (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092).) The 
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transportation planning efforts of the RTP must be based on current and reliable data 
such as the regional land use assumptions prepared by ABAG, which take into account 
local general plans. MTC is mandated by federal regulations to use the ABAG projections 
in the RTP. Please also refer to the response to comment 8-U. 

8-W The RTP addresses this concern by proposing to triple the funding for the HIP and TLC 
programs. (MTC Draft 2001 Regional Transportation Plan for the San Francisco Bay Area, 
August 2001, pp. 45-46, 52.) 

8-X These factors are manifestations of the projected growth in the Bay Area, upon which the 
modest transportation improvements that can be funded in the 2001 RTP have extremely 
limited effect. Please also refer to the responses to comments 4-D and 8-S. 

8-Y These comments relating to an environmentally superior alternative do not account for 
statutory restrictions on the “shifting” of funds, nor do they acknowledge the more 
fundamental issue of the general limitation related to availability of funds to operate 
expanded and new transit service. (See, e.g., MTC Funding Guide; MTC Citizens’ Guide.) 
Please also refer to the response to comment 7-E regarding the System Management 
Alternative.  

8-Z While it is true that, historically, transportation projects can change land access 
conditions and facilitate future growth, such influences of the 2001 RTP will be 
insignificant because: 

• Modifications to the existing transportation network proposed in the 2001 RTP 
are very modest, and are intended to maintain system operations, address existing 
congestion, and serve projected regional growth. Roadway expenditures are 
estimated to increase roadway capacity by only 5 percent over the 25-year 
planning horizon of the 2001 RTP. By comparison, population is expected to 
grow by 19 percent and employment by 33 percent over the same period. Nearly 
two-thirds of the entire RTP budget is devoted to transit maintenance and 
operations, and another 14 percent to road maintenance and operations. By 
devoting 80 percent of available funds to maintaining and operating the existing 
transportation network, the 2001 RTP recognizes that the first and best defense 
against sprawl is investment in the urban core. 

• The RTP does not include any new regional or sub-regional roadway corridors–
except the Highway 4 Bypass, which has been analyzed in a separate project-level 
EIR and in the previous RTP–that would create access to new non-urbanized 
areas or “open them up” for development. (See, e.g., 1998 RTP EIR, which is 
incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and 
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Public Resources Code section 21092.) Conversely, the RTP includes several new 
transit corridors, including light rail and bus corridors. 

• The region is built out to such a degree that the transportation improvements in 
the 2001 RTP will not have significant growth-inducing impacts. The 
transportation improvements themselves will play little, if any, role in expanding 
urban areas or changing the land use character of neighborhoods and districts in 
the Bay Area. 

Please also refer to the responses to comments 4-D, 8-S, and 8-X. 
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LETTER 9 CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, SEPTEMBER 27, 
2001 

9-A This comment is addressed through revisions to Criterion of Significance 1, Summary of 
Impacts Table 2.11-4, and Method of Analysis for Section 2.11 in Section 2 of this 
document. 

9-B As noted in the Draft EIR, quantification of the potential conversion of resource lands to 
transportation use resulting from the 2001 RTP cannot be determined until the final 
design of the specific transportation improvements identified in Table 2.11-4—including 
the width and location of any new right-of-way—is complete. Accordingly, further 
assessment of the significance of potential conversion of resource lands at this conceptual, 
programmatic stage would be highly speculative and essentially meaningless. Site-specific 
review of RTP projects will be conducted in accordance with CEQA based on detailed 
design proposals for the improvements. 

9-C This comment is addressed through revisions to the mitigation for Impact 2.11-1 in 
Section 2 of this document. 
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LETTER 10 STATE OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND 
RESEARCH, OCTOBER 1, 2001 

10-A This transmittal letter is acknowledged. The comment letter is transmitting comments 
received by the State Clearinghouse, to which written responses have been made. No 
further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 11 STATE OF CALIFORNIA GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND 
RESEARCH, OCTOBER 1, 2001 

11-A This transmittal letter is acknowledged. The comment letter is transmitting comments 
received by the State Clearinghouse, to which written responses have been made. No 
further response is necessary. 
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LETTER 12 SANTA CRUZ COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION 
COMMISSION, SEPTEMBER 28, 2001 

12-A While near-term commute trip increases will be influenced by the downturn in the 
economy, MTC travel forecasts are predicated on a 71.4 percent increase in commuting 
from Santa Cruz County to the Bay Area, from 21,700 commuters in 2000 to 37,100 
commuters by 2020. Similarly, the commuting from Monterey to the Bay Area is 
expected to triple from 3,200 commuters in 2000 to 9,600 commuters by 2020. The 
overall level of interregional vehicle trips (from and to the Bay Area to neighboring 
counties) is projected to increase by 80.1 percent between 1998 and 2025. Thus, the Draft 
EIR does anticipate a growing influence from out-of-region commuting on future 
regional transportation requirements. 

 MTC will continue to work with the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation 
Commission (http://www.sccrtc.org), the Association of Monterey Bay Governments 
(“AMBAG”) (http://www.ambag.org), and interested parties in making the best use of 
decennial census journey-to-work data, and in creating meaningful interregional 
commuter forecasts that can be used in local and regional transportation planning 
analyses. (See (MTC Citizens’ Guide, “Planning for the Future”).) 

12-B MTC forecasts 8,000 daily commuters from Monterey County to Santa Clara County by 
the year 2020. This represents less than one percent of the daily workers commuting to 
jobs in Santa Clara County (1,274,000 in year 2020). 

12-C This comment expresses support for specific projects in the 2001 RTP and concerns the 
substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides environmental review of 
that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. A response to 
this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. 
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LETTER 13 BAY AREA TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE COALITION, 
OCTOBER 3, 2001 

13-A This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 

13-B This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 

13-C Please refer to the response to comments 4-B and 4-D. 

13-D Please refer to the response to comment 7-E. 

13-E The purpose of the program EIR prepared for the 2001 RTP is to evaluate a range of 
possible transportation investments and to provide the public with information as to the 
potentially significant environmental effects of such actions prior to the Commission’s 
decision. Accordingly, the proposed RTP includes a list of illustrative projects that the 
public would like to see funded if new revenues are secured in the future. The inclusion of 
Blueprint Alternatives 1 and 2 is a reflection of this larger interest, and they could be 
adopted if the Commission determines they are feasible; this includes a decision as to 
whether it is reasonable to assume that transportation revenues will adequately increase in 
the future beyond current sources. 

The range of alternatives evaluated in the EIR provides the public and the decision-
makers with the most comprehensive disclosure of possible impacts given the speculative 
and uncertain nature of future transportation funding levels. Further, the alternatives 
analysis provides the decision-makers with flexibility in adopting the final RTP by 
anticipating the universe of projects that may be considered for Track 1 (the financially 
constrained portion of the RTP) (i.e., the Commission may choose to swap a Blueprint 
project for a track 1 project in the current RTP, as long as the funding assumptions 
remain reasonable). 

Please also refer to the response to comment 7-E. 

13-F This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21080, subd. (b)(8) (statutory exemption 



Comments  and Responses  to  the  Draf t  E IR 

4-93 

from CEQA for the establishment, modification, structuring, restructuring, or approval 
of rates, tolls, fares, or other similar charges); CEQA Guidelines, § 15273 (same).) A 
response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. 

13-G Please refer to the responses to comments 7-G, 8-A, and 8-U. 

13-H The requested clarifications have been incorporated into the revised project list in Section 
5 of this document. 
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LETTER 14 TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS DEFENSE AND EDUCATION 
FUND, OCTOBER 3, 2001 

14-A This comment letter incorporates by reference the previous comment letter submitted by 
Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund (“TRANSDEF”) in May 2001 
during the EIR scoping period. Those comments are included herein as “Letter 14A” and 
responses are provided in this document.  

Under CEQA, an EIR must consider a reasonable range of alternatives to a proposed 
project. "The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a 'rule of reason' that 
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. 
The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only 
the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 
of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a 
manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision making." 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (f); see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association v. 
City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704; City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 
133 Cal.App.3d 401, 416-417; Carmel-by-the-Sea v. U.S. Department of Transportation 
(9th Cir. 1997) 123 F.3d 1142 (CEQA/National Environmental Policy Act “NEPA”) case 
explaining that a court will not lightly second-guess an agency’s formulation and 
refinement of its own objectives and will uphold an alternatives analysis that reflects 
proper project objectives); see also Memorandum to MTC Planning and Operations 
Committee from MTC Executive Director re: Approval of RTP Alternatives for Review in 
Environmental Process, June 8, 2001 (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092.) 

CEQA establishes no categorical legal imperative as to the scope of alternatives to be 
analyzed in an EIR. Each case must be evaluated on its own facts, which in turn must be 
reviewed in light of the statutory purpose. Analysis of every imaginable alternative or 
mitigation measure is not required; rather, CEQA is concerned with potentially feasible 
means of reducing environmental effects. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a).)  

Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of 
alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general 
plan consistency, other plans of regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries, and 
whether the proponent can reasonably acquire control or otherwise have access to the 
alternative site. No one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable 
alternatives. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal. 3d 553.) 
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The law does not require that every conceivable alternative be stated in the EIR, nor that 
the alternatives that are stated be described in every possible detail. What is required is 
that the EIR give reasonable consideration to alternatives in light of the nature of the 
project. (See, e.g., Marin Municipal Water District v. KG Land California Corporation 
(1991) 235 Cal.App.3d 1652, 1665-1666; Al Larson Boat Shop v. Board of Harbor 
Commissioners (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 745-746; Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish 
and Game Commission (1997) 16 Cal.4th 105, 135-136.)  

TRANSDEF asserts that the Draft EIR “did not analyze any feasible alternatives to the 
proposed RTP. ” On the contrary, the Draft EIR for the RTP provides detailed 
consideration of at least four alternatives to the proposed 2001 RTP, including the No 
Project Alternative, a System Management Alternative, the Blueprint 1 Alternative, and 
the Blueprint 2 Alternative. By their nature, the proposed action and its alternatives 
represent a numerous array of feasible options — far exceeding a “reasonable range” — 
because the alternatives analysis provides the decision-makers with flexibility in adopting 
the final RTP by anticipating the universe of projects that may be considered for the RTP 
and particularly for the financially constrained portion called “Track 1" (i.e., the 
Commission may choose to swap a Blueprint project for a Track 1 project in the current 
RTP, as long as the funding assumptions remain reasonable). 

It is well settled that “[t]he discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive, and the 
requirement as to the discussion of alternatives is subject to a construction of 
reasonableness. The statute does not demand what is not realistically possible given the 
limitation of time, energy, and funds.” (Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of 
Trustees (1979) 89 Cal. App. 3d 274, 276). In fact, “[f]our alternatives . . . represent 
enough of a variation to allow informed decision making.” (Mann v. Community 
Redevelopment Agency, 233 Cal. App. 3d 1143, 1150-1151.) Accordingly, MTC complied 
with CEQA by discussing an array of potentially feasible alternatives in the Draft EIR. 

14-A1 TRANSDEF’s comments assert that Blueprint 1 and Blueprint 2 are not alternatives to the 
RTP because “they are not fiscally constrained — the funding for them is speculative.” The 
comment states that Government Code section 65080, subdivision (b)(1) provides that 
regional transportation plans must contain fiscally constrained expenditure plans. That 
section reads as follows: 

“The regional transportation plan shall include all of the following:  

(1) A policy element that describes the transportation issues in the region. . . [t]he 
objective and policy statements shall be consistent with the funding estimates of the 
financial element. . . .  
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(3)(A) A financial element that summarizes the cost of plan implementation constrained 
by a realistic projection of available revenues. [Emphasis added.] 

Both Blueprint 1 and 2 have the ability to be implemented through future voter or 
legislative action and funded by the possible new revenue sources that have been 
identified and discussed on many occasions in the past. (Draft EIR, p. 3-3.) The new 
revenue sources are reasonable to consider and highly plausible because they represent 
“extensions of or increases to existing funding sources, or have legislative authorization to 
be developed or implemented.” (Draft EIR, p. 3-3.) Given that the sources currently exist 
and are subject to extensions or increases, or have been authorized by the Legislature, the 
Commission could determine that the funding for Blueprint 1 and 2 projects is 
potentially achievable.  

The Draft EIR does identify other potential sources of new revenue, including regional 
gas taxes, rollover of existing county sales taxes, higher bridge tolls, and making the 
contribution of the state sales tax on gasoline for transportation permanent as a proposed 
constitutional amendment on the March 2002 ballot.  

The Draft EIR also states that “MTC may adopt any of the alternatives in this EIR. 
Although federal planning regulations require that MTC identify a set of projects that can 
be delivered based on reasonably available funding, these requirements do not preclude 
MTC from adopting a plan that includes additional projects that are not financially 
constrained.” (Draft EIR, p. 3-3.) 

14-A2 This comment asserts that the proposed RTP and the System Management Alternative are 
“so similar as to not have meaningfully different impacts.” TRANSDEF bases this 
conclusion on the following: (1) both alternatives contain the same foundation of “$73.9 
billion in ‘Committed funds’”; and (2) a comparison of the alternatives in Draft EIR 
Tables 3.1-2 through 3.1-8, which illustrate the transportation and air quality impacts 
among the alternatives.  

The Draft EIR provides that the System Management Alternative is designed to improve 
the operational efficiency of the existing transportation system, such as more express bus 
service, reversible freeway lanes, and a better connected HOV and transit system. (Draft 
EIR, p. S-3.) Unlike the proposed RTP, the System Management Alternative provides 
more funding for street and road pavement maintenance shortfalls, and MTC would be 
required to pursue congestion pricing on the Bay bridges to enable funding for new 
express buses in the bridge corridors. (Draft EIR p. 3-3.)  

At its most fundamental level, TRANSDEF’s comment criticizes the methodology and 
study approach to the Draft EIR, without any factual basis. The environmental review of 
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the 2001 RTP was conducted in conformance with accepted and widely-used methods of 
transportation system planning, analysis, and decision-making. (See, e.g., Report of 
Arthur Bauer & Associates (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 21092); see also Southern 
California Association of Governments 2001 Regional Transportation Plan Update 
Program Environmental Impact Report, February 1, 2001 (incorporated by reference 
herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public Resources Code section 
21092).)  

In a manner consistent with these methods, MTC honors funding commitments made in 
the three-year Transportation Improvement Program (“TIP”) (projects that are fully 
funded and are ready to be implemented through the TIP by way of design, right-of-way 
acquisition, or construction); federal funding “earmarks” that are provided to the Bay 
Area through federal legislation, and county sales tax measure projects where the sales tax 
measures provide full funding for a transportation project or program. This approach is 
consistent with CEQA, which anticipates that plans and projects evolve over time, are 
formulated in “tiers,” often through complex multi-agency consultation and review 
processes; and proposed actions do not require these agencies, at every instance, to return 
to “square one” to continually reconsider the appropriate form and impact of their long-
range planning efforts. Transportation improvements take many years to plan, review, 
design, fund, and implement, while the RTP must be updated every 2 to 3 years. If MTC 
were to ignore the years of planning that have led to these funding commitments, it 
would fail to reflect the extensive and ongoing public and local agency processes that have 
led to those commitments, and would be wasting substantial resources already invested in 
planning, engineering, and environmental analysis required to bring projects to the 
“committed” stage. 

14-A3 Please refer to the response to comment 14-A. 

14-A4 Table 3.1-8 in the Draft EIR compares the environmental effects of the alternatives to the 
proposed RTP to the extent reasonably feasible through a qualitative and numerical 
rating system. (Draft EIR, p. 3-14; see id., pp. 3-1 - 3-14.) CEQA imposes no requirement 
for a specific comparative process for evaluating alternatives in a programmatic, plan-
level EIR that will be followed by site-specific environmental review of individual 
projects. In Al Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners (1993) 18 
Cal.App.4th 729, 741-746, for example, the Court of Appeal upheld a rather general 
alternatives analysis, consisting of only a total of four pages. The project at issue was the 
adoption of an updated "port master plan" that, among other things, defined the Port of 
Long Beach's five-year goal for building facilities sufficient to meet the increased demand 
for handling commercial cargo. Accordingly, the EIR was a plan-level document. The EIR 
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and plan described six anticipated port projects, including three minor landfills, which 
were intended to assist the Port in meeting its goal. The court held that EIRs for plan-level 
decisions (e.g., port master plans, regional transportation plans, general plans, etc.) need 
not address alternatives with the level of specificity appropriate in project-level EIRs. (18 
Cal.App.4th at p. 746.) 

14-B This comment states that the “Committed Funds” project list makes up the “No Project 
Alternative,” and includes funding for maintenance and operations which tend to be 
routine. TRANSDEF notes, however, that it also includes roadway expansion and State 
Transportation Improvement Plan projects, which need to be evaluated in project-
specific CEQA documents. As MTC possesses discretion in programming funds, and 
could allegedly reallocate funding to other purposes, TRANSDEF states that it is 
improper to include the expansion projects as part of a No Project Alternative. 

Under CEQA, “[t]he ‘no project’ analysis must discuss the existing conditions at the time 
the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the 
time environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected 
to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans 
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” (CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15126.6, subd. (e)(2).) In accordance with CEQA, the analysis of the “no project 
alternative” in the Draft EIR includes a discussion of existing conditions and includes 
projects that have full funding commitments and are slated to go forward, as well as fully 
funded sales tax transportation projects authorized by voters. (Draft EIR, p. 3-2.) 

Regarding the issue of MTC’s ability to reallocate funding to other purposes, the CEQA 
Guidelines provide that the “no project” analysis should discuss both existing conditions 
and those that are reasonably likely to occur. MTC’s asserted ability to reallocate funding 
is irrelevant as the funding is already committed, making the “Committed Funds” 
projects reasonably likely to occur. (See, e.g., Report of Arthur Bauer & Associates; MTC 
Funding Guide; MTC Citizens’ Guide; please also refer to the response to comment 14-
E2.) In any event, MTC cannot make such reallocations without making unrealistic 
financial assumptions in the RTP, in conflict with federal transportation planning 
requirements. (See California Transportation Commission Regional Transportation Plan 
Guidelines (December 1999); see also Southern California Association of Governments 
2001 Regional Transportation Plan Update Program Environmental Impact Report, 
February 1, 2001; please also refer to the response to comment 14-A2.) 

TRANSDEF further asserts that since only the Track 1 Funds are treated by the RTP as 
being subject to the discretion of the RTP planning process, the bulk of the available RTP 
revenues are not available when considering the possibility of alternative projects. “The 
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locking up of a full 91 percent of the RTP funds as ‘Committed’ prevents the formation 
and modeling of substantive alternatives” and “impermissibly limits the range of options 
available to decision makers.” In essence, TRANSDEF argues that the RTP should be 
evaluated based on the availability of all funds. This alternative is infeasible; MTC has 
determined, based on the evidence in the record, that neither Bay Area voters, other 
transportation agencies, nor the state Legislature would support, condone, or endorse the 
re-evaluation of prior funding commitments. The environmental review of the 2001 RTP 
was conducted in conformance with accepted and widely-used methods of transportation 
system planning, analysis, and decision-making. (See, e.g., Report of Arthur Bauer & 
Associates.) 

The DEIR explains, moreover, that the 2001 RTP impacts are different from the 
cumulative population and employment growth impacts that are expected to occur and 
which are largely independent from 2001 RTP policies and investments. (Draft EIR, p. 1-
7.) Please also refer to the responses to comments 4-B and 4-D.   

Furthermore, in Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano (1992), 5 Cal. App. 4th 
351, the court held that the county did not improperly segment a project since the 
proposed project was fully evaluated for its potentially significant adverse environmental 
impacts, and any omitted specific discussions were of other projects, not the project 
under consideration. Similarly, the Draft EIR for the RTP fully evaluates the projects 
under consideration (the Track 1 projects) and omits evaluation of the Committed 
Funds, which are not projects under consideration, but rather projects that have, for all 
intents and purposes, already been approved. (See also Report of Arthur Bauer & 
Associates.) Please also refer to the response to comment 14-A2.) 

14-B1 Please refer to the response to comment 14-B. 

14-B2 Please refer to the responses to comments 14-A and 14B. 

14-C1 This comment asserts that MTC’s analytic method of using a “no project alternative” as a 
baseline, “when it contains substantial activity that will modify the environment away 
from its initial condition, is specifically prohibited by the CEQA Guidelines [section 
15126.6, subdivision (e)(1)].” This statement regarding “substantial activity” is based on 
the fact that $73.9 billion in “Committed Funds” and other significant projects comprise 
the “no project” alternative. Further, TRANSDEF states that if the impacts of the build 
alternatives were compared to existing conditions, a large number of additional 
significant impacts would be identified, thus the Draft EIR fails to evaluate the cumulative 
impacts.  
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 CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6, subdivision (e)(1), states that the no project 
alternative analysis is not the baseline for determining whether the proposed project’s 
environmental impacts may be significant, unless it is identical to the existing 
environmental setting analysis which does establish that baseline. The “no project” 
alternative shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the environmental analysis is 
commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected in the future.  

 In the instant case, the Draft EIR appropriately determined the significance of the RTP’s 
impacts by comparing them to both the existing physical environment and to the “No 
Project Alternative,” which includes the existing conditions at the time the environmental 
analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected in the future. (See, 
e.g., Draft EIR, p. 2-29; see also CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15125; 15126.6, subd. (e)(1); please 
also refer to the response to comment 14-A2.) It should be noted that although specific 
projects in the RTP may result in site specific project level impacts (such as impacts to 
biological resources), the RTP does not cause adverse traffic, transportation, or air quality 
impacts; it has been formulated to reduce traffic congestion, VMTs, and the associated air 
quality impacts over time. Therefore, the relevant inquiry is the degree to which the 
proposed plan would in fact lessen or avoid otherwise anticipated impacts — thus, the 
Draft EIR’s comparison to the “no project” alternative scenario, including “committed 
projects” that will occur with or without the RTP, is necessary and appropriate. (See, e.g., 
Report of Arthur Bauer & Associates; Southern California Association of Governments 
2001 Regional Transportation Plan Update Program Environmental Impact Report, 
February 1, 2001.) 

14-C2 This comment asserts that the Draft EIR is inadequate because it fails “to properly 
evaluate the cumulative impacts of regional growth.” In compliance with CEQA, the 
Draft EIR was prepared to inform decision-makers of the potentially significant 
environmental consequences of the 2001 RTP, including such consequences on a 
cumulative basis. Toward that end, Chapter 2.11 of the Draft EIR provides a detailed 
discussion of the relationship between the transportation improvements proposed in the 
RTP and land use, and evaluates the general land use implications of the proposed RTP 
and a range of alternatives over time and in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable 
future projects. Specifically, beginning on page 2-170, the Draft EIR discusses 
urbanization impacts that could result from changes in accessibility made by some 
transportation improvements. (See also Draft EIR, pp. 2-165 - 2-177 (Section 2.11, Land 
Use); id. at pp. 3-15 - 3-16 (discussing potential growth-inducing impacts).) The 
transportation improvements proposed in the RTP are consistent with the projected and 
planned growth in the Bay Area, as identified by ABAG in consultation with local 
governments.  
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 Please also refer to the responses to comment 4-B, 4-D, 7-A, 8-B, and 8-J. 

14-D1 This comment states that the Draft EIR identifies a “troubling series of significant 
impacts” resulting from “25 years of suburban growth,” yet does not identify mitigation 
measures. Any potentially significant impacts resulting from “25 years of suburban 
growth” are the proper subject of environmental documents prepared for the 
discretionary agency actions that permit such growth. MTC has no land use authority and 
cannot directly affect growth patterns. To the extent reasonably feasible, MTC promotes 
coordination and integration of transportation and land use planning through 
participation in the Regional Agencies Smart Growth Initiative as well as through its TLC 
program and its HIP program. (Draft EIR, pp. 2-176 - 2-177.) Please also refer to the 
responses to comments 4-B, 4-D, and 8-W. 

14-D2 TRANSDEF alleges that the RTP failed to consider any low-cost mitigation measures as 
set forth in the California Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines, including 
analyses of transportation demand management strategies. TRANSDEF has also proposed 
“an extensive” system of Transportation Control Measures (“TCMs”) to reduce the 
impacts of sprawl. TRANSDEF seeks evidence in the record to support findings that the 
TCMs proposed by TRANSDEF are infeasible.  

 MTC has conducted and documented a review of TCMs in the analysis of “Reasonably 
Available Control Measures” in the Revised 2001 San Francisco Bay Area Ozone 
Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone Standard (October 24, 2001) 
(incorporated herein by reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public 
Resources Code section 21092). (Please also refer to the response to comment 14-M.) 
TRANSDEF, on the other hand, provides no evidence that these measures are feasible or 
practical, or even that they are effective. In fact, TRANSDEF admits that “further details” 
are needed to implement their proposed measures. An EIR need not analyze every 
imaginable alternative or mitigation measure; its concern is with feasible means of 
reducing environmental effects. Under the CEQA Guidelines, a mitigation measure is 
“feasible” if it is “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and 
technological factors.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15364.) Where mitigation measures 
proposed by project critics are obviously infeasible, an EIR is not deficient for failing to 
discuss them. (Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles v. Los Angeles Unified 
School District (1994) 24 Cal. App. 4th 826, 843; see Report of Arthur Bauer & Associates.)  

 Please also refer to the responses to comments 14-M through 14-T. 
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14-E1 This comment asserts that many of the mitigation measures proposed for cumulative 
impacts require implementation by other jurisdictions, but fail to require those 
jurisdictions by agreement to implement the measures. In so stating, TRANSDEF cites 
Draft EIR page 2-101, which provides that mitigation measures will be effective “if 
incorporated by project sponsors.” Prior to that section, however, on page 2-99, the Draft 
EIR explains that “project sponsors shall commit to mitigation measures at the time of 
certification or approval of project-related environmental documents.” This approach 
fully complies with CEQA. (See, e.g., Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of Solano 
(1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 375-377.) 

 Furthermore, mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be 
significant. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a)(3).) The duty to mitigate arises only if 
the impacts of the project are significant and adverse. Impacts such as traffic congestion 
and increased air pollutant emissions result from regional growth that will continue to 
occur with or without major transportation improvements, since the factors most 
affecting potential growth are immigration, birth rates of different segments of the 
population, housing availability and cost, job opportunities, and other factors. (Draft 
EIR, pp. 3-15 - 3-16.) Transportation investment in general, and increased capacity in 
particular, currently lag behind the growth that has already occurred in the Bay Area. This 
condition will continue to be true in the future as well. Roadway lane miles are projected 
to increase by only 5 percent by the year 2025, while population is expected to increase by 
19 percent and jobs will increase by 33 percent. The limited transportation system 
expansion contemplated in the 2001 RTP therefore will not result in significant adverse 
traffic congestion or air quality impacts that require mitigation. (Draft EIR, pp. 2-10 - 2-
14, 3-15 - 3-16.) 

 The evidence in the record demonstrates that the only significant adverse impacts 
anticipated to occur are as a result of regional growth on a cumulative basis, not as a 
result of implementation of the RTP. When cumulative effects are involved, CEQA 
anticipates that the only feasible mitigation may entail local agency adoption of 
ordinances or regulations rather than the imposition of conditions on a project-by-
project basis. (Guidelines, § 15130, subd. (c); San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. 
City and County of San Francisco (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1502, 1526; see also Native 
Sun/Lyon Communities v. City of Escondido (1993) 15 Cal.App.4th 892, 908 ("[u]nder 
CEQA the choice of how to allocate mitigation of cumulative impacts remains 
discretionary with the local entity").)  

 Moreover, in devising mitigation measures, "a public agency may exercise only those 
express or implied powers provided by law other than [CEQA]." (Pub. Resources Code, § 
21004; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15040, subd. (b); Corona-Norco Unified Sch. Dist. v. 
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City of Corona (1993) 13 Cal.App.4th 1577, 1587; Kenneth Mebane Ranches v. Superior 
Court (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 276, 291; San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and 
County of San Francisco (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1502, 1525; Concerned Citizens of South 
Central Los Angeles v. Los Angeles Unified School District (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 826, 842.) 
Changes in land use development patterns are not a mitigation option available to MTC, 
which has no land use authority to affect growth patterns or congestion levels.  

 Please also refer to the responses to comments 4-B and 4-D. 

14-E2 TRANSDEF states that MTC may have the authority to condition the funding of other 
jurisdictions on compliance with land use criteria. This statement is based solely on a 
letter from the California Air Resources Board stating its understanding that MTC can 
allocate funding based on priorities specified in the RTP, and that the contents of the RTP 
are decided by MTC.  

 MTC’s scope of authority and funding allocation methods in formulating the RTP are 
based on, and consistent with, the requirements and limitations of federal and state law. 
(See, e.g., Report of Arthur Bauer & Associates; California Transportation Commission 
Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines (December 1999).  

 Please also refer to the response to comment 14-E1. 

14-E3 This comment suggests that the mitigation monitoring and reporting program should 
have been circulated to the public with the EIR. CEQA does not require the inclusion of 
such a program within a draft or final EIR: 

 "The law clearly contemplates otherwise, for the mitigation monitoring program is 
required to be adopted '[w]hen making the findings required' (§ 21081.6), and those 
findings are made after considering the final EIR. (See § 21081; Guidelines, § 15091.) 
Nothing in CEQA or the Guidelines requires the mitigation monitoring plan to be in the 
EIR."  

 (Christward Ministry v. County of San Diego (1993) 13 Cal.App.4th 31, 49; see also Leonoff 
v. Monterey County Board of Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337, 1356-1357 
(recirculation of a mitigated negative declaration was not triggered by the apparent 
addition, after the public review period, of three conditions of approval that "appear[ed] 
to be in the nature of the monitoring program required by Code section 21081.6 of a 
public agency that has imposed mitigating conditions on a project").) 

14-F Please refer to the responses to comments 8-J and 15-D. 
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14-G Please refer to the responses to comments 4-D and 14-E1. 

14-H Please refer to the response to comment 8-M. 

14-I Please refer to the response to comment 14-E1. 

14-J Please refer to the responses to comments 14-D1 and 14-E1. 

14-K Please refer to the responses to comments 7-A, 7-C, 7-G, 8-A, 8-U, 14-D1 and 14-E1. 

14-L Table 2.1-3 in the Draft EIR presents information regarding “Projected Person Trips 
Between Counties in the Year 2025,” as part of the chapter describing the physical 
environmental conditions for the project, or the “environmental setting.” (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15125, subds. (a), (b), and (c) (the EIR should discussion the regional 
setting in which the proposed project should operate).) The RTP is a regional plan and 
the regional setting in which it would be implemented is thoroughly described; the 
requested information is beyond the scope of this discussion. 

14-M The listed Transportation Control Measures (“TCMs”) were evaluated by MTC pursuant 
to the Reasonable Available Control Measure (“RACM”) analysis in the Revised 2001 San 
Francisco Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone Standard 
adopted by ABAG, BAAQMD, and MTC on October 24, 2001 (please also refer to the 
response to comment 8-J). All TCMs in the federal ozone attainment plan have been or 
will be implemented through the funding allocations in the RTP. (See, e.g., BAAQMD 
Transportation Fund for Clean Air Annual Report, Fiscal Year 2000/01 (March 2001) 
(incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and Public 
Resources Code section 21092); please also refer to the responses to comments 7-A, 8-U, 
8-V, 14-D1, and 14-E2.)  

 Since TRANSDEF’s TCM suggestions were addressed in the federal ozone attainment 
plan, the function of the RTP is to ensure funding for TCMs that were adopted, not to 
reevaluate these TCMs in the RTP. Further, TRANSDEF provides no evidence that these 
measures are feasible or practical, or even that they are effective. In fact, TRANSDEF 
admits that “further details” are needed to implement their proposed measures. An EIR 
need not analyze every imaginable alternative or mitigation measure; its concern is with 
feasible means of reducing environmental effects. Under the CEQA Guidelines, a 
mitigation measure is “feasible” if it is “capable of being accomplished in a successful 
manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15364.) Where 
mitigation measures proposed by project critics are obviously infeasible, an EIR is not 
deficient for failing to discuss them. (Concerned Citizens of South Central Los Angeles v. 
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Los Angeles Unified School District (1994) 24 Cal. App. 4th 826, 843; see Report of Arthur 
Bauer & Associates.) 

 Moreover, in 1995 the California Legislature acted to prohibit public agencies from 
requiring an employer to implement an employee trip reduction program. Health and 
Safety Code, section 40717.9, eliminates employee trip reduction programs as one of the 
types of mitigation that agencies can impose under CEQA. While TRANSDEF’s measures 
are not defined as employee trip reduction programs, they are similar in that they 
mandate commuter choice programs that serve to reduce employee trips. 

14-N Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-O Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-P Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-Q Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-R Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-S Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-T Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 

14-U Please refer to the response to comment 14-M. 
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LETTER 14A TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS DEFENSE AND EDUCATION 
FUND, MAY 4, 2001 (EMAIL TRANSMITTAL DATED 5/7/01) 

14A-A Please refer to the responses to comments 7-E, 7-F, 14-A, and 14-A1. 

14A-B Please refer to the responses to comments 7-E, 7-F, 8-G, 14-A, 14-A1, and 15-B. 

14A-C Please refer to the responses to comments 7-E, 7-F, 14-A, and 14-A1. 

14A-D Please refer to the responses to comments 7-E, 7-F, 14-A, and 14-A1. 

14A-E Please refer to the responses to comments 14-A2 and 14-B. 

14A-F Please refer to the responses to comments 14-D2, 15-E1, and 14-M through 14-T. 

14A-G This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 

14A-H This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 

14A-I This comment concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 
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LETTER 15 LATINO ISSUES FORUM, OCTOBER 3, 2001 

15-A The growth in VMT in the Bay Area is due to both the substantial increases in population 
(22.5 percent), total employment (40.0 percent), labor force (37.1 percent), as well as the 
location of growth which contributes to the length of trips (average vehicle trip lengths 
for commute trips are expected to increase from an average of 10.0 miles per trip in 1998 
to 11.5 miles per trip by 2025, a 14.9 percent increase). In addition, growth in household 
auto ownership is predicted to increase by 28.2 percent. Thus, demographic forces 
primarily account for additional VMT. Implementation of the RTP would not cause 
significant additional vehicle activity. Rather, the 2001 RTP includes programs and 
projects to reduce growth in VMT that is otherwise expected to occur. 

15-B MTC has gone to great lengths to solicit public input on the 2001 RTP and the Draft EIR 
through extensive consultation and public outreach efforts (see, e.g., MTC Public Outreach & 
Involvement Program – Phase 1 Summary Report, June 2001; MTC Public Outreach Notebook, 
April 2000 (incorporated by reference herein pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15150 and 
Public Resources Code section 21092). For example, in September and October 2001, MTC held 
eight public meetings in locations around the region to present the RTP and to receive comments 
from interested citizens. These meetings were in addition to the 29 workshops conducted in the 
spring prior to the release of the Draft RTP. MTC also conducted an online survey and received 
comments on the Draft RTP via e-mail. Moreover, MTC held a formal public hearing at the 
September 26, 2001, Commission meeting. 

A 49-day public review period for the Draft EIR was provided in compliance with CEQA, and the 
document was made available in libraries located throughout the nine-county region and at the 
MTC-ABAG Library in Oakland. Notice of availability of the Draft EIR was published in major 
newspapers throughout the nine-county region and posted at the offices of the county recorder 
for each of these counties. In addition, this notice was posted on MTC’s website at 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov, and was sent to over 400 persons, organizations, and public agencies 
throughout the region. Furthermore, this document responds to all comments received on the 
Draft EIR, including those such as the instant letter that were received after the close of the public 
comment period. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.) MTC’s process has fully complied with, and 
exceeded by far, the public review requirements of CEQA. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15087; see 
also id., §§ 15085, 15105.)  

15-C Implementation of the RTP would not cause significant additional vehicle activity. 
Rather, the 2001 RTP includes programs and projects to reduce growth in VMT that is otherwise 
expected to occur. Please see the responses to comments 4-D, 8-U, and 8-Z. 

15-D Ozone problems are regional in nature and have been evaluated in detail in the Revised 
2001 San Francisco Bay Area Ozone Attainment Plan for the 1-Hour National Ozone Standard 
prepared by ABAG, BAAQMD, and MTC. (See also Draft 2001 Regional Transportation Plan for 
the San Francisco Bay Area (August 2001), p. 182.) The Plan is a regional strategy to further 
reduce air pollution emissions that cause violations of the federal ozone standard set by the 
Environmental Protection Agency to protect public health. The Plan contains stronger industrial, 
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mobile source, and transportation control measures, and was prepared based on extensive public 
input, including six community meetings in the month of August 2001. Implementation of the 
Plan will result in more than a 20 percent reduction in both volatile organic compounds and 
oxides of nitrogen—the main “ingredients” in ground level ozone—by the year 2006. 

The highest ozone concentrations have been experienced in inland valleys and for a few hours 
over a few days. The highest ozone readings are typically recorded in Concord and Livermore, 
which do not have disproportionately large minority populations. Please also refer to the 
responses to comments 4-B, 4-D, 8-U, and 8-Z. 

15-E This comment requests funding for LifeLine Transit in the 2001 RTP and concerns the 
substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides environmental review of that plan. 
The comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. A response to this comment on 
the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. 

15-F This comment pertains to transit fare increases in the 2001 RTP and concerns the 
substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides environmental review of that plan. 
The comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. A response to this comment on 
the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. Please also refer to the response to comment 8-G 
regarding MTC’s compliance with public participation requirements. 

15-G This comment requests funding for subsidized student bus passes for lower-income 
students in the 2001 RTP and concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which 
provides environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. 

15-H This comment requests funding for a bicycle and pedestrian access and safety program in 
the 2001 RTP and concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues under 
CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See Appendix F. 
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LETTER 16 BIKE THE BRIDGE COALITION, OCTOBER 3, 2001 

16-A This comment requests the inclusion of demand-dynamic bicycle shuttles in the 2001 
RTP and concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which provides 
environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues 
under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 
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LETTER 17 MARIN COUNTY BICYCLE COALITION, OCTOBER 3, 2001 

17-A This comment requests the funding for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure projects in 
the 2001 RTP and concerns the substance of the RTP itself, not the Draft EIR which 
provides environmental review of that plan. The comment does not raise environmental 
issues under CEQA. A response to this comment on the RTP is provided separately. See 
Appendix F. 





Comments  and Responses  to  the  Draf t  E IR 

4-139 

LETTER 18 NORTHWEST INFORMATION CENTER, SEPTEMBER 20, 2001 

18-A Comment noted. MTC acknowledges the assistance provided by Northwest Information 
Center staff in the preparation of the cultural resources impact analysis of the Draft EIR 
for the 2001 RTP. As stated in the Draft EIR, MTC requires project sponsors to comply 
with CEQA and/or NEPA prior to project approval by MTC. 
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Section 5:
Revised Project Listing for 2001 RTP and Alternatives

County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda County-wide

Alameda Committed 21461 Local transportation improvements (includes 
streets and roads, transit, bicycle and 
pedestrian, and other improvements)

Alameda Committed 21464 Paratransit for AC Transit, BART, non-
mandated city programs, service gap 
coordination

Alameda Committed 21465 Transit enhancements funded by transit  
center development Funds

Alameda Committed 21468 Transit operations - AC Transit, Welfare to 
Work, Alameda ferries, Altamont Commuter 
Express (ACE), Union City Transit, Livermore 
Amador Valley Transit Authority, and 
countywide express bus

Alameda Committed 21854 Non-pavement maintenance (sidewalk, 
lighting, drainage, landscaping, etc.) 
(committed revenues shown)

Alameda Committed 21863 Local bridge maintenance (committed 
revenues shown)

Alameda Committed 21992 AC Transit  bus corridor improvements

Alameda Committed 94027 Bicycle and pedestrian projects

Alameda Committed 94522 Local streets and roads pavement  
maintenance (committed revenues shown)
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda Committed 94525 BART (Alameda County share based on 
population) - transit operating and capital 
improvement program (including 
replacement, rehabilitation and minor 
enhancements, equipment, fixed facilities 
and other capital assets; does not include 
expansion except BART to SFO extension).

Alameda Committed 94526 AC Transit (Alameda County share based on 
population) - transit operating and capital 
improvement program (including 
replacement, rehabilitation and minor 
enhancements for rolling stock, equipment, 
fixed facilities and other capital assets; does 
not include system expansion).

Alameda Committed 94527 Livermore Amador Valley Transit Authority 
(LAVTA) - transit operating and capital 
improvement program (including 
replacement, rehabilitation and minor 
enhancements for rolling stock, equipment, 
fixed facilities and other capital assets; does 
not include system expansion)

Alameda Committed 94528 Union City Transit - transit operating and 
capital improvement program (including 
replacement, rehabilitation and minor 
enhancements for rolling stock, equipment, 
fixed facilities and other capital assets; does 
not include system expansion).

Alameda Committed 98628 BART Advanced Automatic Train Control 
System (county share)

Alameda Track 1 21128 Pedestrian maintenance and safety 
improvements in northern Alameda County

Alameda Track 1 21129 BART automatic fare collection equipment 
expansion

Alameda Track 1 21135 Major corridor enhancements in northern 
Alameda County
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda Track 1 21137 Bus acquisition for transbay, express, 
subscription or local service

Alameda Track 1 21141 Downtown Oakland intermodal transit center, 
focuses on streetscape improvements on 
Broadway

Alameda Track 1 21145 Corridor Management Program: signal 
interconnect, transit priority, SMART 
corridors, and other improvements

Alameda Track 1 21146 Express bus program (capital costs)

Alameda Track 1 21147 Ferry capital expansion and terminal 
improvements/relocation

Alameda Track 1 21148 Bicycle and pedestrian overcrossing access 
improvements in northern Alameda County

Alameda Track 1 94001 Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) 
streets and roads pavement rehabilitation 
shortfall (see Committed projects)

Alameda Track 1 94002 Non-MTS streets and roads pavement 
rehabilitation shortfall (see Committed 
projects)

Alameda Track 1 94003 BART capital replacement  program shortfall 
(see Committed projects - excludes seismic 
program)

Alameda Track 1 94004 AC Transit capital program shortfall (see 
Committed projects)

Alameda Track 1 98208 Soundwalls

Alameda Track 1 98549 Transportation for Livable Communities - 
county program

Alameda Track 1 98558 Surface Transportation Program planning 
funds for the county
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Contra Costa County-wide

Contra Costa Committed 21855 Non-pavement maintenance (sidewalk, 
drainage, landscaping, ect. - committed 
revenues shown)

Contra Costa Committed 21864 Local bridge maintenance (committed 
revenues shown)

Contra Costa Committed 94049 Bicycle and pedestrian projects

Contra Costa Committed 94553 Local streets and roads pavement 
maintenance (committed revenues shown)

Contra Costa Committed 94556 BART (Contra Costa County share) - transit 
operating and capital improvement program 
(including replacement, rehabilitation, and 
minor enhancements, equipment, fixed 
facilities and other capital assets; does not 
include expansion except BART to SFO  
extension)

Contra Costa Committed 94557 AC Transit (Contra Costa County) - transit 
operating and capital improvement program 
(including replacement, rehabilitation, and 
minor enhancements for rolling stock, 
equipment, fixed facilities and other capital 
assets; does not include system expansion).

Contra Costa Committed 94558 Central Contra Costa Transit Authority 
(CCCTA) - transit operating and capital 
improvement program (including 
replacement, rehabilitation, and minor 
enhancements for rolling stock, equipment, 
fixed facilities and other capital assets; does 
not include system expansion)
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Contra Costa Committed 94559 WestCAT and Tri Delta - transit operating 
and capital improvement program (including 
replacement, rehabilitation, and minor 
enhancements for rolling stock, equipment, 
fixed facilities and other capital assets; does 
not include system expansion)

Contra Costa Committed 94561 Transit service for elderly and disabled riders

Contra Costa Committed 94562 Local street maintenance and improvements; 
carpools, vanpools, and park and ride lots

Contra Costa Committed 98629 BART Advanced Automatic Train Control 
System (county share)

Contra Costa Track 1 21201 BART system operations and capacity 
improvements (Eastshore-North, Diablo and 
Delta corridors)

Contra Costa Track 1 21202 Bicycle and pedestrian projects

Contra Costa Track 1 21203 Express bus acquisition for commuter bus 
service

Contra Costa Track 1 21204 Ancillary park and ride, transit access, 
express bus enhancements - capital facilities

Contra Costa Track 1 94036 Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) 
streets and roads pavement rehabilitation 
shortfall (see Committed projects)

Contra Costa Track 1 94037 Non-MTS streets and roads pavement 
rehabilitation shortfall (see Committed 
projects)

Contra Costa Track 1 94038 AC Transit capital program shortfall (see 
Committed projects)

Contra Costa Track 1 94040 BART capital program shortfall (see 
Committed projects - excludes seismic 
program)
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Contra Costa Track 1 98550 Transportation for Livable Communities - 
county program

Contra Costa Track 1 98559 Surface Transportation Program (STP) 
planning funds for the county

Delta

Alameda Track 1 21139 Vasco Road safety improvements (Alameda 
County portion only)

Contra Costa Blueprint 21034 Route 4 Brentwood Bypass improved to full 4 
lane freeway from Route 160 to Walnut 
Boulevard south of Brentwood

Contra Costa Blueprint 21079 Widen Route 4 to 6 lanes from I-680 to Route 
242 with new I-680 interchange

Contra Costa Blueprint 21080 Various Route 4 interchange improvements: 
Hillcrest Avenue, Contra Loma, and others

Contra Costa Blueprint 21970 eBart on Route 4 using railroad tracks from 
Brentwood to North Concord

Contra Costa Blueprint 2 21033 Widen Route 4 to 8 lanes (two new HOV) 
between Route 242 and I-680

Contra Costa Blueprint 2 21035 Widen Vasco Road to 4 lanes from Route 4 
Bypass to I-580 in Livermore

Contra Costa Blueprint 2 21055 BART to Antioch (2 stations extension)

Contra Costa Blueprint 2 21219 Tracy-Brentwood Expressway:  Expressway 
on new alignment around Byron

Contra Costa Committed 21213 Pittsburg/Bay Point BART Station parking & 
lighting improvements (400 new spaces)

Contra Costa Committed 21214 Widen Wilbur Avenue from 2 lanes to 4 lanes 
from Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad 
to Route 160
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Contra Costa Committed 21215 Widen Lone Tree Way to 6 lanes from Route 
4 Bypass to Fairview Avenue in Brentwood

Contra Costa Committed 21216 Extend Laurel Road from Route 4 Bypass to 
Laurel Road East

Contra Costa Committed 21440 Regional Express Bus Program: Brentwood 
to Pittsburg/Bay Point BART station

Contra Costa Committed 21445 Regional Express Bus Program: Route 4/Del 
Norte BARTstation to Martinez Intermodal 
Station

Contra Costa Committed 94531 Widen Route 4 to 6 mixed flow lanes and 2 
HOV lanes from Bailey Road to Railroad 
Avenue and restripe from Route 242 to 
Bailey Avenue for HOV lanes

Contra Costa Committed 94538 Route 4 transportation management system

Contra Costa Committed 96022 Route 4 Bypass, Phase 1: construct a 4-lane 
facility from Route 4 to Lone Tree Way and a 
2-lane facility from Lone Tree Way to Walnut 
Boulevard, upgrade Marsh Creek Road and 
construct a partial freeway-to-freeway 
interchange one mile east of Hillcrest Avenue 
on Route 4 and partial interchange at Lone 
Tree Way

Contra Costa Committed 98104 Route 4/Railroad Avenue and Loveridge 
Road interchange improvements and 
highway widening from Railroad Avenue to 
Hillcrest Avenue (6 mixed flow lanes and 2 
HOV lanes between Railroad Avenue and 
Loveridge Road)

Contra Costa Committed 98115 Widen Ygnacio Valley/Kirker Pass Roads 
from 4 lanes to 6 lanes from Michigan 
Boulevard to Cowell Road

Contra Costa Committed 98190 Widen Route 4 to a 4-lane expressway from I-
80 to Cummings Skyway (Phase 1)
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Contra Costa Committed 98193 Extend Panoramic Drive from North Concord 
BART station to Willow Pass Road

Contra Costa Committed 98220 Route 4 Bypass, Segment 1:  complete 
interchanges at Laurel Road and Lone Tree 
Way

Contra Costa Committed 98221 Route 4 Bypass, Segment 2:  widen to 4 
lanes from Lone Tree Way to Balfour Road

Contra Costa System Management 21077 Ramp metering on Route 4 from Route 242 
to Antioch Bridge

Contra Costa Track 1 21211 BART/East Contra Costa Rail Extension 
(right-of-way acquisition)

Contra Costa Track 1 21212 Widen eastbound Hillcrest Avenue offramp 
from 1 lane to 2 lanes and add a Route 4 
eastbound auxiliary lane in Antioch

Contra Costa Track 1 94046 Non-capacity increasing improvements to 
interchanges and parallel arterials to Route 4

Contra Costa Track 1 94050 Upgrade Route 4  to full freeway from I-80 to 
Cummings Skyway (Phase 2)

Contra Costa Track 1 98142 Widen Route 4 from 4 lanes to 8 lanes from 
Loveridge Road to Somersville Road with 
HOV lanes

Contra Costa Track 1 98198 Vasco Road safety improvements (includes 
Alameda County portion)

Contra Costa Track 1 98222 Route 4 Bypass, Segment 1:  Route 160 
freeway-to-freeway connectors to and from 
the north

Contra Costa Track 1 98999 Widen Route 4  from 4 lanes to 6 lanes from 
Somersville Road to Route 160 with 
reversible HOV lane in median (interim 
project)
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Diablo

Bay Area Region Committed 94541 New Benicia-Martinez Bridge: construct new 
bridge span east of existing span (four mixed-
flow lanes and one slow-vehicle lane).  
Includes new toll plaza and upgrades to I-
680/I-780 interchange and I-680/Marina Vista 
Road interchange, and reconstruction of the 
existing bridge for 4 mixed-flow lanes and 
bicycle and pedestrian lane.

Contra Costa Blueprint 21036 Selected additional I-680 auxiliary lanes 
south of I-680/24 interchange

Contra Costa Blueprint 21037 Widen I-680 to 6 lanes (all mixed flow) north 
of Benicia Bridge

Contra Costa Blueprint 21038 Increase I-680/Route 4 interchange capacity 
and HOV-to-HOV connectors between Route 
4 and I-680 (westbound Route 4 to 
southbound I-680)

Contra Costa Committed 21434 Regional Express Bus Program: I-
680/Martinez to San Ramon

Contra Costa Committed 94054 Martinez Intermodal Terminal Facility 
(Phases 1 and 2); includes construction of a 
new passenger rail station, bus facilities and 
parking

Contra Costa Committed 94532 Gateway Lamorinda traffic program

Contra Costa Committed 98127 I-680/Alcosta Boulevard interchange 
improvements

Contra Costa Committed 98132 Widen and extend Bollinger Canyon Road (6 
lanes) from Alcosta Boulevard to Dougherty 
Road

Contra Costa Committed 98134 Widen Dougherty Road  to 6 lanes from Red 
Willow to Contra Costa County line
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Contra Costa Committed 98135 Construct Windermere Parkway: 4 lanes from 
Bollinger Canyon Road extension to East  
Branch

Contra Costa Committed 98136 Construct East Branch:  4 lanes from 
Bollinger Canyon Road extension to Camino 
Tassajara

Contra Costa System Management 21081 Reversible HOV on I-680 North between 
Benicia Bridge and I-80

Contra Costa System Management 21082 Extend I-680 HOV lane in San Ramon south 
to connect to HOV lane starting at Route 84 
in Sunol

Contra Costa System Management 21083 Ramp metering on Route 242 and I-680 from 
Route 4 to I-580 interchange in 
Dublin/Pleasanton

Contra Costa System Management 21084 Route 24 reverse peak HOV lanes at 
approaches to Caldecott Tunnel (does not 
include a new fourth bore)

Contra Costa Track 1 21205 I-680/Route 4 interchange freeway-to-
freeway direct connectors (Phases 1 and 2):  
eastbound Route 4 to southbound I-680, and 
northbound I- 680 to westbound Route 4

Contra Costa Track 1 21206 Caldecott Tunnel fourth bore

Contra Costa Track 1 21207 Martinez Intermodal Terminal Facility (Phase 
3 initial segment):  200 interim parking 
spaces (includes site acquisition, demolition 
and construction)

Contra Costa Track 1 94051 I-680 auxiliary lane from Bollinger Canyon 
Road to Diablo Road in San Ramon and 
Danville

5-10



County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Contra Costa Track 1 94052 I-680 HOV lanes from Marina Vista 
interchange to North Main Street 
(southbound) and from SR 242 northbound to 
the Marina Vista interchange

Contra Costa Track 1 98126 Non-capacity increasing improvements to 
interchanges and parallel arterials to I-680 
and Route 24

Contra Costa Track 1 98130 Widen Alhambra Avenue from Route 4 to 
McAlvey Drive (Phases 2 and 3)

Contra Costa Track 1 98133 Widen Pacheco Boulevard from 2 lanes to 4 
lanes from Blum Road to Arthur Road

Contra Costa Track 1 98194 Extend Commerce Avenue to Willow Pass 
Road

Contra Costa Track 1 98196 Route 24 eastbound auxiliary lanes from 
Gateway Boulevard to Brookwood 
Road/Moraga Way in Orinda

Solano Blueprint 21808 I-80/I-680/Route 12 interchange (Phase 3): 
widen I-80 by 2 lanes in each direction (1 
mixed flow and 1 HOV lane) between I-680 
and Route 12 West

Solano Committed 21435 Regional Express Bus Program: I-80 and I-
680/Solano County to Walnut Creek BART 
Station

Solano Committed 21443 Regional Express Bus Program: I-680 and I-
780/Solano County to Walnut Creek BART 
Station

Solano Committed 94150 I-80/I-680/Route 12 interchange 
improvements; includes connectors and 
auxiliary lanes between Green Valley Road 
and Cordelia truck weigh station (Phase 1)

Solano Track 1 21807 I-80/I-680/Route 12 interchange 
improvements (Phase 2)

5-11



County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Solano Track 1 98100 Additional express bus service on I-680 
(capital costs)

Eastshore-North

Alameda Blueprint 2 21054 Light rail on San Pablo Avenue

Alameda Committed 21479 Extend Horton Street between 53rd Street 
and Haruff (under Powell Street Bridge) in 
Emeryville

Alameda Committed 94008 I-80 bicycle and pedestrian overcrossing in 
Berkeley

Alameda Committed 94021 Extend Mandela Parkway in Oakland; 
completes freeway congestion reliever route

Alameda Committed 98153 Reconstruct MacArthur Boulevard on ramp to 
restore access to eastbound I-80 and 
westbound I-580

Alameda Committed 98188 San Pablo Avenue Smart Corridor (Phase 2)

Alameda System Management 21074 Reversible (movable barrier) to create a new 
I-80 southbound A.M. HOV lane by taking the 
underutilized northbound HOV lane (from I-
80/580/980 interchange to I-580/80 
interchange)

Alameda System Management 21448 Blueprint Express Bus Program: I-
80/Alameda County

Alameda System Management 21964 AC Transit Rapid Bus Transit (RBT) along 
East 14th Street corridor

Alameda Track 1 21119 Extend Mandela Parkway (involves widening 
existing Yerba Buena Avenue from Horton 
Street to Hollis Street, and includes 
channelization and traffic signal 
improvements)
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda Track 1 21134 Rapid Bus Transit (RBT) in San Pablo 
Avenue corridor

Alameda Track 1 21142 Intermodal transit improvements at the 
Emeryville Amtrak Station (includes parking 
garage)

Alameda Track 1 21143 I-80/Ashby-Shellmound interchange 
modifications, involves construction of two 
roundabouts and a separate bike-pedestrian 
overcrossing

Alameda Track 1 21144 I-80/Gilman Avenue interchange 
improvements (includes roundabouts)

Alameda Track 1 21357 Capitol Corridor Phase 1 expansion (for 16 
daily round trips)

Bay Area Region Committed 94540 Carquinez Bridge Replacement: construct 
new suspension bridge west of existing 
bridges (four westbound lanes, including an 
HOV lane, plus new bicycle/pedestrian 
pathway) and modify Crockett interchange

Contra Costa Blueprint 21075 Various I-80 interchange improvements: 
Route 4, San Pablo Dam Road, Cummings 
Skyway, and others

Contra Costa Blueprint 98211 I-80 eastbound HOV lane extension from 
Route 4 to the Crockett interchange just 
south of the Carquinez Bridge

Contra Costa Blueprint 2 21058 BART to Hilltop Mall in Richmond

Contra Costa Committed 21430 Regional Express Bus Program: I-
80/Richmond Transbay

Contra Costa Committed 94555 Capitol Corridor intercity rail service (9 round 
trips daily  between Oakland and 
Sacramento, and 7 round trips daily between 
San Jose and Oakland)
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Contra Costa System Management 21073 Ramp metering on I-80  from Route 4 to Bay 
Bridge

Contra Costa System Management 21447 Blueprint Express Bus Program: I-80/West 
Contra Costa to Oakland-Berkeley

Contra Costa System Management 21986 Blueprint Express Program: I-80/Intra West 
Contra Costa County

Contra Costa Track 1 21208 Richmond Parkway Transit Center (Phase 
1):  includes signal reconfiguration/timing, 
new 700-800 space parking facility, and 
security improvements at Hilltop park-and-
ride lot

Contra Costa Track 1 21209 Hercules Transit Center relocation and 
expansion

Contra Costa Track 1 21210 Capitol Corridor train station in Hercules

Contra Costa Track 1 94045 New express buses for I-80 HOV service 
(capital costs)

Contra Costa Track 1 94047 Extend I-80 westbound HOV lane from north 
of Cummings Skyway to State Route 4

Contra Costa Track 1 94048 Non-capacity increasing improvements to 
interchanges and parallel arterials to I-80

Contra Costa Track 1 98157 AC Transit enhanced bus service in San 
Pablo Avenue corridor in Contra Costa 
County: new passenger stations, roadway 
geometric improvements, information kiosks

Contra Costa Track 1 98197 Richmond intermodal transfer station (BART 
to Amtrak/Capitol Corridor)

Solano Blueprint 21076 Widen I-80 from 6 lanes to 8 lanes between 
Vacaville and Dixon

Solano Blueprint 21813 I-80 HOV lanes between I-680 in Fairfield 
and I-505 in Vacaville (Phase 2)
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2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Solano Blueprint 21981 Capitol Corridor intercity rail with stations in 
Benicia, Vacaville, and Dixon

Solano Blueprint 2 21032 Add new HOV lane in each direction on I-80 
between Route 37 and Carquinez Bridge

Solano Committed 21341 Project development for new 
Fairfield/Vacaville multi-modal rail station for 
Capitol Corridor intercity rail service in 
Solano County

Solano Committed 21348 Install a second span along existing Green 
Valley Bridge to facilitate four lanes of travel 
way and an acceleration/deceleration lane in 
each direction

Solano Committed 21441 Regional Express Bus Program: 
Vallejo/Transbay

Solano Committed 21442 Regional Express Bus Program: I-80/Solano 
County to Del Norte BART Station

Solano Committed 94679 Transit centers and park-and-ride lots

Solano Committed 94682 Capitol Corridor intercity rail service (9 round 
trips daily  between Oakland and Sacramento 
and 7 round trips daily between San Jose 
and Oakland)

Solano System Management 21446 Blueprint Express Bus Program: I-80/Solano 
County

Solano Track 1 21817 Vallejo intermodal ferry terminal (Phase 1)

Solano Track 1 21819 Vallejo ferry maintenance facility

Solano Track 1 21820 Widen I-80 from 6 lanes to 8 lanes part way 
between Vacaville and Dixon
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 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Solano Track 1 94146 Express bus service on I-80 (capital costs for 
additional services beyond those in Regional 
Express Bus Program)

Solano Track 1 94148 Construct rail station, track improvements, or 
intermodal centers for Capitol Corridor 
intercity rail or commuter rail service; 
potential station sites are Fairfield/Vacaville, 
Dixon and Benicia

Solano Track 1 94151 Jepson Parkway (Phase 1): includes I-
80/Leisure Town Road interchange 
improvements

Solano Track 1 98167 I-80 HOV lanes part way between I-680 and I-
505 through Fairfield and Vacaville

Eastshore-South

Alameda Blueprint 21091 Various I-880 interchange improvements: 
Winton Avenue, A Street, and others

Alameda Blueprint 21092 Mission/Foothill/Jackson grade separation

Alameda Blueprint 21093 New combined Clawiter/Whitesell/Route 92 
interchange with new connected Whitesell 
from Hesperian north to Hesperian south

Alameda Committed 21355 Widen East Lewelling Boulevard in San 
Leandro

Alameda Committed 21431 Regional Express Bus Program: I-
880/Hayward BART Station to Silicon Valley

Alameda Committed 21451 East 14th Street/Hesperian Boulevard/150th 
Street channelization improvements

Alameda Committed 21452 Downtown Oakland streetscape 
improvements (Broadway, 14th Street and 
Telegraph Avenue)

Alameda Committed 21453 Fruitvale BART Station transit village
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(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda Committed 21454 Hesperian Boulevard/Lewelling Boulevard 
channelization improvements

Alameda Committed 21462 Local street improvements in Newark

Alameda Committed 21463 Local street improvements in Oakland

Alameda Committed 21466 Washington Avenue/Beatrice Street 
interchange improvements

Alameda Committed 21467 New arterial along eastern edge of Westgate 
Shopping Center between Davis Street and 
Williams Street

Alameda Committed 94017 Port of Oakland Joint Intermodal Terminal

Alameda Committed 94020 Seismic retrofit of Webster and Posey 
tunnels between the cities of Alameda and 
Oakland, Stage I:  seismic retrofit inside 
tubes (under construction); Stage II:  seismic 
retrofit outside tubes to strengthen 
surrounding soils

Alameda Committed 94504 Oakland Airport: construct 4-lane cross-
airport roadway (mostly on Port of Oakland 
property)

Alameda Committed 94506 Route 84 upgrade to expressway between 
Route 238 and I-880 in Fremont

Alameda Committed 94507 Route 238 (Hayward Bypass) 4-lane 
expressway: I-580 to Harder (Stage 1 only)

Alameda Committed 94508 Mission Boulevard safety and operational 
improvements from Industrial Parkway to 
Route 84

Alameda Committed 94524 Amtrak Capitol Corridor intercity rail service 
(9 round trips daily between Oakland and 
Sacramento and 7 round trips daily between 
San Jose and Oakland)
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
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(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda System Management 21090 Ramp metering on I-880 in Alameda County 
to San Jose

Alameda System Management 21874 Delete Phase 2 of Hayward Bypass beyond 
Harder

Alameda Track 1 21101 Extend Tinker Avenue from Main Street to 
Webster Street/Constitution Way and 
construct College of Alameda Transit Center

Alameda Track 1 21103 Construct Central Avenue 4-lane overpass at 
Union Pacific Railroad (environmental and 
design phases only)

Alameda Track 1 21107 42nd Avenue/High Street access 
improvements to I-880 in Oakland, includes 
widening and realignment of local streets, 
connector roads, and ramps near interchange

Alameda Track 1 21110 Route 260 to I-880 connection improvements 
between Alameda and Oakland

Alameda Track 1 21111 Capital Corridor mitigation for track work at 
Jack London Square

Alameda Track 1 21117 Realign Langley Street (access point for 
Oakland International Airport North Field), 
includes reconstruction of Route 61 (Doolittle 
Drive) and new traffic signal at Route 
61/Langley Street

Alameda Track 1 21118 MacArthur BART Station intermodal transit 
village (includes replacement parking)

Alameda Track 1 21120 Widen Marina Boulevard from Alvarado 
Boulevard to San Leandro Boulevard

Alameda Track 1 21121 Widen Thornton Avenue from 2 lanes to 4 
lanes between Gateway Boulevard  and 
Hickory Street
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2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda Track 1 21122 Widen and reconstruct Route 262/ Warren 
Avenue/ I-880 interchange and East Warren 
Avenue/UPRR grade separation

Alameda Track 1 21124 Widen Union City Boulevard from 4 lanes to 
6 lanes from Paseo Padre in Fremont to 
Industrial Parkway in Hayward

Alameda Track 1 21131 BART-Oakland International Airport connector

Alameda Track 1 21136 Rapid Bus Transit (RBT) in 
Oakland/Berkeley/San Leandro corridor 
(Phase 1)

Alameda Track 1 21138 San Leandro BART Station transit village 
(Phase 1);  includes parking structure, kiss-
and-ride and bus improvements

Alameda Track 1 21140 Westbound I-580 to new Route 238 
(Hayward Bypass) connection

Alameda Track 1 21495 Joint Intermodal Terminal -Port of Oakland 
access improvements (Phase 1)

Alameda Track 1 94032 Route 238 (Hayward Bypass): 4-lane 
expressway from Harder to Industrial 
Parkway (Stages 2 and 3)

Alameda Track 1 98207 I-880/Broadway-Jackson interchange 
improvements (Phase 1)

Fremont-South Bay

Alameda Blueprint 21974 ACE operating with 30 minute peak and 60 
minute off peak headways

Alameda Committed 21480 Route 84/Ardenwood Boulevard westbound 
offramp intersection improvements

Alameda Committed 21481 Extend Cushing Parkway between Automall 
Parkway/Boyce Road to Cushing 
Parkway/Fremont Boulevard/I-880
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 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda Committed 21482 Extend Fremont Boulevard to connect to I-
880/Dixon Landing Road

Alameda Committed 21483 Widen Stevenson Boulevard from 4 lanes to 
6 lanes from I-880 to Blacow Road

Alameda Committed 21484 Widen Kato Road from Warren Avenue to 
Milmont Drive

Alameda Committed 21485 Widen Stevenson Boulevard from 2 lanes to 
4 lanes from Gallaudet Drive to Mission 
Boulevard

Alameda Committed 21486 Paseo Padre Parkway/Peralta Boulevard 
(Route 84) intersection improvements

Alameda Committed 21487 Widen Mowry Avenue from Mission 
Boulevard to Peralta Boulevard

Alameda Committed 21488 Warren Avenue/Warm Springs Boulevard 
intersection improvements

Alameda Committed 21896 Route 84 vertical and horizontal alignment 
improvements in Fremont and San Leandro 
(3 miles to 5.1 miles east of I-680)

Alameda Committed 94030 Reconstruct I-880/Route 262 interchange 
and widen I-880 from Route 262 (Mission 
Boulevard) to the Santa Clara County line 
from 8 lanes to 10 lanes (8 mixed-flow and 2 
HOV lanes)

Alameda System Management 21973 ACE operating at today's travel times 
reduced by 10 minutes with track 
improvements

Alameda Track 1 21114 Rail grade separations at Washington 
Boulevard/Paseo Padre Parkway at Union 
Pacific Railroad in Fremont
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(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda Track 1 21123 Union City Intermodal Station (Phase 2), 
includes 19 bus bays and a kiss and ride loop 
road

Alameda Track 1 21125 Route 84 southbound HOV extension from 
Newark Boulevard to I-880

Alameda Track 1 21126 Route 84 southbound HOV onramp from 
Newark Boulevard to existing Route 84 
southbound HOV lane

Alameda Track 1 21132 BART extension to Warm Springs

Alameda Track 1 94012 Union City Intermodal Station access 
improvements (Phase 1); includes extending 
11th Street and constructing at-grade parking 
and pedestrian grade separation

Santa Clara Blueprint 21045 Widen I-880 to 8 lanes (adds 2 new HOV 
lanes) from Route 237 to US 101

Santa Clara Blueprint 2 21060 ACE:  Tri-Valley to Silicon Valley service via 
the Dumbarton Bridge to Millbrae

Santa Clara Committed 21444 Regional Express Bus Program: I-
680/Fremont BART Station to Silicon Valley

Santa Clara Committed 94134 I-880/Route 237 interchange improvements; 
includes southbound I-880 to westbound 
Route 237 and eastbound Route 237 to 
northbound I-880 (Stages A&B)

Santa Clara Committed 96017 Widen I-880 from 4 lanes to 6 lanes from 
Montague Expressway to US 101

Santa Clara Committed 98138 Santa Clara County commuter rail to BART 
connection

Santa Clara Committed 98172 I-880/Route 237 interchange improvements 
(freeway-to-freeway HOV connector) and 
eastbound Route 237 to southbound I-880 
ramp to Tasman Drive
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Santa Clara Committed 98209 Reconstruct I-880/Dixon Landing Road 
interchange and widen I-880 from 8 to 10 
lanes (includes 2 HOV lanes) from Route 237 
to the Alameda County line

Santa Clara System Management 21094 Use shoulder of planned 6-lane I-880 
freeway from Montague Expressway to US 
101 for express bus service from South 
Alameda County

Santa Clara System Management 21875 Fremont-South Bay express bus services

Santa Clara Track 1 21713 Route 237 westbound auxiliary lanes 
between Coyote Creek Bridge and North 
First Street

Santa Clara Track 1 21921 BART Extension from Warm Springs to San 
Jose

Golden Gate

Bay Area Region Committed 21012 Golden Gate Bridge seismic retrofit 
(completes Phases 1 through 3)

Bay Area Region Committed 21320 Golden Gate Bridge Moveable Median Barrier

Marin Blueprint 21030 I-580/US 101 interchange improvements and 
new freeway-to-freeway connectors 
(westbound I-580 to northbound and 
southbound US 101)

Marin Blueprint 21891 Sonoma-Marin Rail service extension to 
connect to Larkspur Ferry terminal/San 
Quentin

Marin Committed 21887 Tennesse Valley (Coyote Creek) Bridge 
replacement

Marin Committed 21888 Redwood landfill overcrossing
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(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Marin Committed 21889 Regional Express Bus Program: US 
101/Santa Rosa to San Rafael/San Francisco

Marin Committed 94563 US 101 HOV lanes from North San Pedro 
Road to Lucky Drive in San Rafael

Marin Committed 94566 US 101/Lucas Valley Road interchange 
improvements in San Rafael

Marin Committed 98182 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard improvements

Marin Committed 98200 Northwestern Pacific (SMART) rail station 
site acquisitions/upgrades

Marin System Management 21449 Blueprint Express Bus Program: Marin 
County/Sonoma County to San Francisco

Marin Track 1 21303 Local Marin bus service enhancements 
(capital only)

Marin Track 1 21304 Freeway-to-freeway interchange 
improvements; includes new bridge West I-
580 to South US 101 and new lane West I-
580 to to North US 101 to 2nd Avenue 
(design phase only)

Marin Track 1 21305 US 101/Tamalpais interchange improvements

Marin Track 1 21306 US 101/Lucas ValleyRoad interchange 
improvements

Marin Track 1 21307 US 101/Atherton interchange improvements: 
signalize Atherton Avenue/Binford Road 
intersection

Marin Track 1 21308 Expand Manzanita park-and-ride lot

Marin Track 1 98154 Widen US 101 from 4 lanes to 6 lanes 
(including 2 HOV lanes) from Route 37 to the 
Sonoma County line and convert some 
portions from expressway to freeway
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 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Marin Track 1 98178 US 101/Sir Francis Drake Boulevard 
improvements (environmental study only)

Marin Track 1 98179 US 101/TiburonBoulevard interchange 
improvements: widen southbound offramp

San Francisco Committed 21353 Golden Gate Transit  (San Francisco County 
share) -transit operating and capital 
improvement program (including 
replacement, rehabilitation, and minor 
enhancements for rolling stock, equipment, 
fixed facilities and other capital assets; does 
not include expansion)

San Francisco Committed 21549 South Basin Bridge (environmental study 
only)

San Francisco Committed 21890 Regional Express Bus Program: US 
101/Santa Rosa to San Rafael/San Francisco

San Francisco Committed 98102 Doyle Drive environmental study

San Francisco Track 1 21354 Golden Gate Transit (San Francisco County 
share) capital replacement program shortfall 
(see Committed projects)

San Francisco Track 1 94089 Doyle Drive replacement - US 101 south of 
the Golden Gate Bridge

Sonoma Blueprint 21069 Additional interchange improvements in 
Golden Gate Corridor (beyond improvements 
funded in Track 1)

Sonoma Committed 21338 US 101 southbound auxiliary lane between 
Route 116 to East Washington

Sonoma Committed 21346 US 101/Route 116 separation: improve 
Route 116 onramp to southbound US 101

Sonoma Committed 21436 Regional Express Bus Program: US 
101/Santa Rosa to San Rafael/San Francisco

5-24



County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
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 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Sonoma Committed 21898 US 101/Route 116 east separation: replace 
bridge over separation and improve onramp 
to US 101 (from Petaluma River bridge to 
north of US 101/Route 116 east separation 
and overhead)

Sonoma Committed 94165 US 101 northbound and southbound HOV 
lanes from Route 12 to Steele Lane in Santa 
Rosa; includes interchange modifications at 
Steele Lane and College Avenue

Sonoma Committed 94167 Sonoma-Marin Rail station site 
acquisitions/upgrades

Sonoma Committed 94685 Route 12/Farmers Lane partial interchange 
improvements

Sonoma Committed 94689 US 101/Arata Lane interchange 
improvements in Windsor (Phase 2)

Sonoma Committed 96016 Reconstruct and upgrade Stony Point Road 
from Pepper Road to Petaluma city line

Sonoma System Management 21941 Add US 101 reversible HOV lane from Route 
37 to Old Redwood Highway in Petaluma

Sonoma Track 1 20003 North Coast Railroad Authority track 
maintenance and rehabilitation

Sonoma Track 1 21902 Widen US 101 (adding an HOV lane in each 
direction) from Rohnert Park Expressway 
north through Wilfred Avenue interchange; 
includes reconstruction of the Wilfred Avenue 
interchange and reconfiguring local streets

Sonoma Track 1 21903 Non-capacity increasing improvements to 
street and road projects as identified in 
Sonoma County Transportation Authority 
Countywide Transportation Plan
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(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Sonoma Track 1 21904 Widen US 101 (adding HOV lanes in each 
direction) from Old Redwood Highway in 
Petaluma north to Rohnert Park Expressway

Sonoma Track 1 98147 Widen US 101 (adding an HOV lane in each 
direction) from Marin County line north to Old 
Redwood Highway in Petaluma and convert 
some portions from expressway to freeway

Sonoma Track 1 98183 Widen US 101 HOV lanes (adding an HOV 
lane in each direction) from Steele Lane 
north to Windsor River Road; includes River 
Road ramp improvements and northbound 
and southbound auxiliary lanes

Marin County-wide

Marin Committed 21856 Non-pavement maintenance (sidewalk, 
lighting, drainage, landscaping, ect. - 
committed revenues shown)

Marin Committed 21865 Local bridge maintenance (committed 
revenues shown)

Marin Committed 94063 Bicycle and pedestrian projects

Marin Committed 94572 Golden Gate Transit (Marin County share) - 
Transit operating and capital improvement 
program (including replacement, 
rehabilitation, and minor enhancements for 
rolling stock, equipment, fixed facilities and 
other capital assets; does not include 
expansion

Marin Committed 98511 Local streets and roads pavement 
maintenance (committed revenues shown)

Marin System Management 21985 Blueprint Express Bus Program: Intra Marin

Marin Track 1 21301 Golden Gate Transit capital program shortfall 
(see Committed projects)
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 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Marin Track 1 21302 Bicycle and pedestrian projects (from 
Countywide Master Plan)

Marin Track 1 21322 Travel Demand Management Program

Marin Track 1 94055 Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) 
streets and roads pavement rehabilitation 
shortfall (see Committed projects)

Marin Track 1 94056 Non-MTS streets and roads pavement 
rehabilitation shortfall (see Committed 
projects)

Marin Track 1 98504 Local streets and roads non-pavement 
maintenance shortfall (see Committed 
projects)

Marin Track 1 98525 Seismic retrofit and upgrade of local bridges 
and overpasses shortfall

Marin Track 1 98551 Transportation for Livable Communities - 
county program

Marin Track 1 98560 Surface Transportation Program planning 
funds for the county

Napa County-wide

Napa Committed 21857 Non-pavement maintenance (sidewalk, 
lighting, drainage, landscaping, etc. - 
committed revenues shown)

Napa Committed 21871 Local bridge maintenance (committed 
revenues shown)

Napa Committed 94067 Traffic Operations System improvements in 
Napa Valley

Napa Committed 94077 Bicycle and pedestrian projects

Napa Committed 94576 Local streets and roads pavement 
maintenance (committed revenues shown)
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2001 RTP 
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 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Napa Committed 94578 Napa County Transit - transit operating and 
capital improvement program (including 
replacement, rehabilitation, and minor 
enhancements for rolling stock, equipment, 
fixed facilities and other capital assets; does 
not include system expansion)

Napa Track 1 94064 Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) 
streets and roads pavement rehabilitation 
shortfall (see Committed projects)

Napa Track 1 94065 Non-MTS streets and roads pavement 
rehabilitation shortfall (see Committed 
projects)

Napa Track 1 98552 Transportation for Livable Communities - 
county program

Napa Track 1 98561 Surface Transportation Program planning 
funds for the county

Napa Valley

Napa Blueprint 21406 Widen Route 121 to six lanes from Magnolia 
Drive to Kansas Street

Napa Blueprint 21414 Additional capacity on Route 29 from Route 
12 to American Canyon Road to Napa 
County line

Napa Committed 94070 Transit Service Center in the city of Napa and 
operational improvements for existing transit 
programs

Napa Committed 94071 Replace Napa River (Maxwell) Bridge and 
widen  from 2 lanes to 4 lanes on Route 121 
over the Napa River in the city of Napa

Napa Committed 94076 Trancas intermodal facility in the city of Napa

Napa Committed 94575 Route 29: Redwood/TrancasRoad 
interchange construction
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 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Napa Track 1 21402 Napa-to-Fairfield fixed-route transit (capital 
costs)

Napa Track 1 21403 Non-capacity increasing operational 
improvements to MTS and non-MTS streets 
and roads network in Napa Valley

Napa Track 1 94072 Widen First Street overcrossing on Route 29 
from 2 lanes to 4 lanes in the city of Napa

North Bay East-West

Marin Track 1 98146 Route 37 traveler information system

Napa Blueprint 21068 Safety improvements on Route 121

Napa Blueprint 21071 Widen Route 29 to 6 lanes from Route 221 to 
Route 29/12/Airport Road

Napa Track 1 21401 Route 29/12/121 (Stanly Ranch) intersection 
improvements

Napa Track 1 94073 Route 12/29/221 (Soscol Avenue) 
intersection improvements

Napa Track 1 94074 Widen Route 12 (Jamieson Canyon) from I-
80 in Solano County to Route 29 in Napa 
County from 2 lanes to 4 lanes (Napa County 
portion of project)

Napa Track 1 94075 Route 12/29 (Airport Road) grade separation

Solano Blueprint 21072 Widen Route 12 to 4 lanes between Suisun 
City and Rio Vista, includes support for 
feasibility study of a new Rio Vista Bridge at 
Route 12 and Sacramento River

Solano Blueprint 2 21031 Widen Route 37 to 4 lanes with 
environmental mitigation
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(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Solano Committed 94149 Route 29/Route 37 interchange 
improvements in Vallejo

Solano Committed 94675 Route 37 from Napa River Bridge to Route 
29: upgrade from 2-lane expressway to 4-
lane freeway (not including Routes 29/37 
interchange), planting, and environmental 
mitigation

Solano Committed 98217 Route 12 safety improvements between 
Suisun City and Rio Vista (reduce bumps and 
dips in the roadway and extend passing 
lanes)

Solano Track 1 21823 Operational and safety improvements on 
Route 12 from Sacramento River to I-80 
(Phase 1)

Solano Track 1 94152 Widen Route 12 (Jamieson Canyon) from I-
80 in Solano County to Route 29 in Napa 
County from 2 lanes to 4 lanes (Solano 
County portion of project)

Sonoma Blueprint 21070 Realign Route 116 (Stage Gulch Road) along 
Champlin Creek and widen the remaining 
segments

Sonoma Committed 21899 Rehabilitate Route 12, widen shoulders and 
replace bridge near Kenwood between 
Sonoma Creek to Boyes Boulevard

Sonoma Committed 21998 Rehabilitate and widen Route 116 between 
Elphick Road to Redwood Drive in 
Sebastopol and Cotati

Sonoma Committed 94691 Route 12/121 traffic signal system and 
channelization at 8th Street

Sonoma Track 1 98000 Route 37 traveler information system

Sonoma Track 1 98145 Operational projects on Routes 12/116/121
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System Mgt
(Alt. 2)
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(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Peninsula

San Francisco Blueprint 21543 Caltrain San Francisco Downtown extension

San Francisco Committed 21537 Caltrain Express service between San 
Francisco and San Jose, includes passing 
tracks and rolling stock (Phase 1) (San 
Francisco County portion)

San Francisco Committed 94634 Caltrain (San Francisco County share) transit 
operating and capital improvement program 
(including replacement, rehabilitation, and 
system enhancements for rolling stock, 
equipment, fixed facilities and other capital 
assets).  Station Improvements (e.g. 
platforms) are included.

San Francisco System Management 21975 Caltrain: San Francisco to San Jose plus 
peak period skip-stop service (assumes 
service electrification)

San Francisco System Management 21976 Caltrain service with improved timed 
transfers to connecting buses

San Francisco Track 1 21342 Caltrain Downtown Extension/TransBay 
Terminal

San Francisco Track 1 21509 Caltrain electrification from San Francisco to 
Gilroy

San Francisco Track 1 94085 Caltrain capital replacement program shortfall 
(San Francisco County share)

San Mateo Blueprint 21611 Bayfront Expressway extension from Marsh 
Road to Woodside Road (4 lanes)

San Mateo Blueprint 21615 Widen Route 280 eastbound by one lane 
from eastbound Route 1 to southbound 
Route 280 and Serramonte Boulevard

San Mateo Blueprint 21894 US 101/Candlestick Park interchange 
modification
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(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

San Mateo Blueprint 21895 Dumbarton Bridge to southbound US 101 
connector in Palo Alto

San Mateo Blueprint 21937 Various US 101 interchange improvements 
which facilitate ramp metering

San Mateo Blueprint 21938 High priority Caltrain grade separations

San Mateo Blueprint 21939 Widen Route 92 between US 101 and I-280 
from 4 lanes to 6 lanes

San Mateo Blueprint 98203 Widen Route 1 from 2 to 4 Lanes within the 
Half Moon Bay City Limits

San Mateo Blueprint 2 21940 Caltrain fully graded separated

San Mateo Committed 21336 Widen Airport Boulevard from 2 lanes to 4 
lanes

San Mateo Committed 21337 Widen Airport Boulevard bridge (14 feet 
widening of existing bridge structure)

San Mateo Committed 21340 Extend Hickey Boulevard to construct 2-lane 
road between Mission Road and Hillside 
Boulevard in Colma

San Mateo Committed 21349 US 101 interchange improvements and ramp 
metering at Ralston Avenue, Hillsdale 
Boulevard, and Millbrae Avenue

San Mateo Committed 21351 Widen John Daly overcrossing at junction I-
280 and Route 1

San Mateo Committed 21352 Replace San Pedro Creek bridge and 
roadway approaches

San Mateo Committed 21439 Regional Express Bus Program: Route 82/El 
Camino Express, Daly City BART Station to 
Palo Alto

San Mateo Committed 21605 US 101/Oyster Point Boulevard interchange 
improvements (Phases 2 and 3)
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 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

San Mateo Committed 21609 I-280/I-380 local access improvements

San Mateo Committed 21617 Caltrain Express service between San 
Francisco and San Jose; includes passing 
tracks and rolling stock (Phase 1)

San Mateo Committed 21622 Caltrain local station improvements

San Mateo Committed 21626 Caltrain grade separations (to be determined)

San Mateo Committed 21876 BART (San Mateo County share) - transit 
operating and capital improvement program 
(including replacement, rehabilitation, and 
minor enhancements, equipment, fixed 
facilities and other capital assets; does not 
include expansion except BART to SFO 
extension).

San Mateo Committed 21892 Widen Route 84 from 4 lanes to 6 lanes from 
El Camino Real to Broadway

San Mateo Committed 21893 Route 92 between Half Moon Bay city limits 
and Pilarcitos Creek alignment and shoulder 
improvements

San Mateo Committed 21897 Modify and interconnect existing traffic 
signals from Davey Glen Road to 42st 
Avenue and 31st to Millbrae

San Mateo Committed 94100 US 101 auxiliary lanes from Marsh Road to 
Route 92

San Mateo Committed 94105 BART to San Francisco International Airport 
(SFO) extension

San Mateo Committed 94643 Widen Route 92 between Route 1 and Half 
Moon Bay city limits

San Mateo Committed 94644 Route 92 westbound slow vehicle lane 
between Route 35 and I-280
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 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

San Mateo Committed 94656 Upgrade Route 1 (Devil's Slide Tunnel)

San Mateo Committed 94664 Caltrain (San Mateo County share) transit 
operating and capital improvement program 
(including replacement, rehabilitation, and 
system enhancements for rolling stock, 
equipment, fixed facilities and other capital 
assets).  Station Improvements (e.g. 
platforms) are also included.

San Mateo Committed 98204 Construct Route 1 northbound and 
southbound lanes from Fassler Avenue to 
Westport Drive in Pacifica

San Mateo System Management 21935 Extend US 101 HOV lanes north to Route 92 
by taking a lane (from Route 92 interchange 
to Whipple Avenue)

San Mateo System Management 21936 Continous US 101 auxiliary lanes in San 
Mateo County

San Mateo System Management 21987 Blueprint Express Bus Program: 
South/Central San Mateo to Silicon Valley

San Mateo Track 1 21343 Caltrain Downtown Extension (San Mateo 
County share)

San Mateo Track 1 21602 US 101/Broadway interchange reconstruction

San Mateo Track 1 21603 US 101/Woodside Road interchange 
improvements

San Mateo Track 1 21604 US 101 auxiliary lanes from Sierra Point to 
San Francisco County line

San Mateo Track 1 21606 US 101/ Willow Road interchange 
reconstruction

San Mateo Track 1 21607 US 101/University Avenue interchange 
reconstruction
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(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

San Mateo Track 1 21608 US 101 auxiliary lanes from Marsh Road to 
Santa Clara County line

San Mateo Track 1 21610 US 101 auxiliary lanes from San Bruno 
Avenue to Grand Avenue

San Mateo Track 1 21627 Caltrain electrification from San Francisco to 
Gilroy

San Mateo Track 1 21632 Route 92 from US 101 to I-280: add 
westbound passing lane

San Mateo Track 1 98176 US 101 auxiliary lanes from 3rd Avenue to 
Millbrae and US 101/Peninsula Avenue 
interchange reconstruction

San Mateo Track 1 98567 BART capital program shortfall - see 
Committed projects (excludes seismic 
program)

San Mateo Track 1 98568 Caltrain capital replacement program shortfall 
(San Mateo County share) - see Committed 
projects

Santa Clara Blueprint 2 21046 Route 152 to full expressway to San Benito 
County line

Santa Clara Committed 21762 Caltrain Express service between San 
Francisco and San Jose, includes passing 
tracks and rolling stock (Phase 1) (Santa 
Clara County portion)

Santa Clara Committed 21768 Caltrain local station improvements

Santa Clara Committed 94613 Caltrain (Santa Clara County portion) transit 
operating and capital improvement program 
(including replacement, rehabilitation, and 
minor enhancements for rolling stock, 
equipment, fixed facilities and other capital 
assets; does not include system expansion).

Santa Clara Track 1 21344 Caltrain Downtown Extension
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(Alt. 3)
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(Alt. 4)

Santa Clara Track 1 21769 Caltrain electrification from San Francisco to 
Gilroy

Santa Clara Track 1 21877 Caltrain capital replacement program shortfall 
(Santa Clara County share) - see Committed 
projects

Region

Bay Area Region Blueprint 21883 Blueprint Express Bus Program:  Various 
routes defined in MTC's Blueprint

Bay Area Region Blueprint 21980 Capitol Corridor intercity rail improvements, 
including new stations

Bay Area Region Blueprint 2 21052 Expanded Express Bus Program:  All 
express bus routes not specifically called out 
in Track 1 and Blueprint

Bay Area Region Blueprint 2 21066 California High Speed Rail with terminal in 
San Francisco

Bay Area Region Committed 21013 Rehabilitation of Bay Area state-owned toll 
bridges

Bay Area Region Committed 21015 Seismic retrofit of Bay Area state-owned toll 
bridges, excluding San Francisco-Oakland 
Bay Bridge (see #21778 and #21879 below)

Bay Area Region Committed 21016 Low Income Flexible Transportation Program 
(LIFT)

Bay Area Region System Management 21933 HOV occupancy requirements increased to 
3+ in the following corridors: I-880 between 
San Leandro and Route 237, I-580 through 
Livermore, US 101 between Route 237 and 
Route 92, San Mateo and Dumbarton Bridges

Bay Area Region System Management 21969 Existing BART system with improved timed 
transfers to connecting buses
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(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Bay Area Region System Management 21979 Capitol Corridor service with reduced travel 
times by 10 to 20 percent with improved 
tracks

Bay Area Region Track 1 21001 Freeway Operations 
Strategies/Transportation Operations 
Systems (TOS)

Bay Area Region Track 1 21002 Freeway Service Patrol/Freeway Call Boxes

Bay Area Region Track 1 21003 Traffic Engineering Technical Assistance 
Program (TETAP)/Arterial Signal Re-Timing

Bay Area Region Track 1 21004 Pavement Management Technical 
Assistance Program (PTAP)

Bay Area Region Track 1 21005 TransLink®

Bay Area Region Track 1 21006 Regional transit information system and 
transportation marketing

Bay Area Region Track 1 21007 Rideshare Program

Bay Area Region Track 1 21008 TravInfo®

Bay Area Region Track 1 21009 Spare the Air Campaign

Bay Area Region Track 1 21010 Performance monitoring

Bay Area Region Track 1 21011 Transportation for Livable 
Communities/Housing Incentive Program - 
Regional Program

Bay Area Region Track 1 21356 Regional Transit Expansion Policy (RTEP) 
Reserve Funding

San Francisco

San Francisco Blueprint 21977 Caltrain San Francisco Downtown Extension 
with added 20 minute off peak service
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(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

San Francisco Blueprint 21984 Electrify additional Muni trolley routes

San Francisco Blueprint 2 21064 MUNI light rail in Geary corridor to 49th 
Avenue

San Francisco System Management 21982 Rapid Bus Transit service in Geary corridor

San Francisco Track 1 21501 Bicycle projects and programs

San Francisco Track 1 21502 Pedestrian projects and programs

San Francisco Track 1 21503 Traffic calming

San Francisco Track 1 21504 Traffic signals and signs

San Francisco Track 1 21506 Integrated Traffic Management System

San Francisco Track 1 21507 Transit enhancements

San Francisco Track 1 21508 Bus Rapid Transit Program

San Francisco Track 1 21510 Third Street Light Rail Transit extension to 
Chinatown (Central Subway)

San Francisco Track 1 21544 Balboa Park BART Station expansion 
(planning phase only)

San Francisco County-wide

San Francisco Committed 21350 Remove US 101 Central Freeway structure

San Francisco Committed 21858 Non-pavement maintenance (sidewalk, 
lighting, drainage, landscaping, etc. - 
committed revenues shown)

San Francisco Committed 21866 Local bridge maintenance (committed 
revenues shown)

San Francisco Committed 94090 Bicycle and pedestrian projects
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Blueprint 1
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San Francisco Committed 94621 US 101 Central Freeway reconstruction due 
to earthquake damage

San Francisco Committed 94623 Street resurfacing and reconstruction

San Francisco Committed 94624 Traffic signals and signs

San Francisco Committed 94625 Bernal Heights Street system upgrade

San Francisco Committed 94627 Local streets and roads pavement 
maintenance (committed revenues shown - 
includes sales tax revenues from San 
Francisco County project #94623)

San Francisco Committed 94632 Third Street light rail transit extension to 
Bayview Hunters Point (initial operating 
segment)

San Francisco Committed 94635 BART (San Francisco County share) - transit 
operating and capital improvement program 
(including replacement, rehabilitation, and 
minor enhancements, equipment, fixed 
facilities and other capital assets; does not 
include expansion except BART to SFO 
extension)

San Francisco Committed 94636 San Francisco Municipal Railway - transit 
operating and capital improvement program 
(including replacement, rehabilitation, and 
minor enhancements for rolling stock, 
equipment, fixed facilities and other capital 
assets; does not include system expansion)

San Francisco Committed 94637 Expansion of paratransit door-to-door van 
and taxi service to comply with Americans 
With Disabilities Act (ADA)

San Francisco Committed 94639 Ridesharing and transit promotion

San Francisco Committed 98593 Integrated Traffic Management System

5-39



County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)
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San Francisco Committed 98630 BART Advanced Automatic Train Control 
System (county share)

San Francisco Track 1 21505 Local bridge seismic work

San Francisco Track 1 21548 Non-MTS streets and roads pavement 
rehabilitation shortfall

San Francisco Track 1 94078 Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) 
streets and roads pavement rehabilitation 
shortfall (see Committed projects)

San Francisco Track 1 94079 BART capital replacement program shortfall 
(see Committed projects - excludes seismic 
program)

San Francisco Track 1 94080 Muni capital replacement program shortfall 
(see Committed projects)

San Francisco Track 1 98553 Transportation for Livable Communities - 
county program

San Francisco Track 1 98562 Surface Transportation Program planning 
funds for the county

San Mateo County-wide

San Mateo Blueprint 98507 Local streets and roads non-pavement 
maintenance (shortfall)

San Mateo Committed 21859 Non-pavement maintenance (sidewalk, 
lighting, drainage, landscaping, etc. - 
committed revenues shown)

San Mateo Committed 21867 Local bridge maintenance (committed 
revenues shown)

San Mateo Committed 94101 Bicycle and pedestrian projects

San Mateo Committed 94662 Local streets and roads pavement 
maintenance (committed revenues shown)
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

San Mateo Committed 94666 SamTrans - transit operating and capital 
improvement program (including 
replacement, rehabilitation, and minor 
enhancements for rolling stock, equipment, 
fixed facilities and other capital assets. Does 
not include system expansion).

San Mateo Committed 94667 SamTrans Americans With Disabilities (ADA) 
services

San Mateo Committed 98631 BART Advanced Automatic Train Control 
System (county share)

San Mateo Track 1 21624 Transit-Oriented Development Incentives 
Program

San Mateo Track 1 94093 Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) 
streets and roads pavement rehabilitation 
shortfall (see Committed projects)

San Mateo Track 1 98501 Non-MTS streets and roads pavement 
rehabilitation shortfall

San Mateo Track 1 98554 Transportation for Livable Communities - 
county program

San Mateo Track 1 98563 Surface Transportation Program planning 
funds for the county

Santa Clara County-wide

Santa Clara Committed 21860 Non-pavement maintenance (sidewalk, 
lighting, drainage, landscaping, etc. - 
committed revenues shown)

Santa Clara Committed 21868 Local bridge maintenance

Santa Clara Committed 94109 Traffic Operations System (TOS) 
improvements on Route 237 and I-880

Santa Clara Committed 94125 Bicycle and pedestrian projects
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Santa Clara Committed 94609 Local streets and roads pavement 
maintenance (committed revenues shown)

Santa Clara Committed 94610 VTA - transit operating and capital 
improvement program (including 
replacement, rehabilitation, and minor 
enhancements for rolling stock, equipment, 
fixed facilities and other capital assets. Does 
not include system expansion).

Santa Clara Track 1 21748 Santa Clara Countywide Bicycle Program 
(Tier 2 and beyond)

Santa Clara Track 1 21750 VTA Landscape Restoration and Graffiti 
Removal Program

Santa Clara Track 1 21754 VTA Soundwall Program

Santa Clara Track 1 21755 VTA Transportation Systems Operations and 
Management Program

Santa Clara Track 1 94106 Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) 
streets and roads pavement rehabilitation 
shortfall (see Committed projects)

Santa Clara Track 1 94107 Non-MTS streets and roads pavement 
rehabilitation shortfall and local streets and 
roads projects

Santa Clara Track 1 98508 Local streets and roads non-pavement 
maintenance shortfall

Santa Clara Track 1 98555 Transportation for Livable Communities - 
county program

Santa Clara Track 1 98564 Surface Transportation Program (STP) 
planning funds for the county

Silicon Valley
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Santa Clara Blueprint 21728 Widen US 101 from south of Cochrane Road 
to County line from 6 lanes to 8 lanes 
(includes HOV lanes)

Santa Clara Blueprint 21930 Additional countywide freeway interchange 
improvements in Santa Clara County

Santa Clara Blueprint 2 21062 Caltrain service to Salinas/Monterey

Santa Clara Committed 20001 US 101/Bailey Avenue interchange 
improvements

Santa Clara Committed 20002 Route 85 noise mitigation

Santa Clara Committed 21721 Tenth Street (Route 152)/US 101 interchange 
improvements in Gilroy

Santa Clara Committed 21729 Mary Avenue bicycle and pedestrian 
overcrossing at I-280

Santa Clara Committed 21730 Los Gatos Creek Trail from Lincoln Avenue 
to San Fernando Street

Santa Clara Committed 21731 Los Gatos Creek Trail from San Fernando 
Street to Santa Clara Street

Santa Clara Committed 21732 Stevens Creek Trail, Reach 4 North (Yuba 
Drive to El Camino Real Underpass to North 
Meadow)

Santa Clara Committed 21733 Uvas Creek Class 1 Trail connection to Gilroy 
Sports Park (Phases 1 and 2  from Thomas 
Road Bridge to Gilroy Sports Park)

Santa Clara Committed 21734 Extend Los Gatos Creek Trail on east side 
from Mozart Avenue to San Tomas 
Expressway

Santa Clara Committed 21735 San Tomas Aquino/Saratoga Creek Trail 
from Route 237 to Santa Clara south city limit
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2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Santa Clara Committed 21736 San Tomas Aquino/Saratoga Creek Trail 
from Tantau to Barnhart

Santa Clara Committed 21737 Borregas Avenue bicycle and pedestrian 
overcrossings at US 101 and Route 237

Santa Clara Committed 21738 West Little Llagas Creek bicycle and 
pedestrian pathway from Spring Road to 
Watsonville Road

Santa Clara Committed 21739 Union Pacific bicycle and pedestrian 
overcrossing from Gibraltar Court to 
Montague Expressway

Santa Clara Committed 21740 Bernardo Avenue undercrossing at Caltrain 
railroad tracks

Santa Clara Committed 21741 Bike and pedestrian improvements on 
Hamilton Avenue from Salmar to Creekside 
(Route 17)

Santa Clara Committed 21742 River Oaks Parkway bike and pedestrian 
bridge at Guadalupe River

Santa Clara Committed 21743 Bicycle improvements on Almaden 
Expressway between Ironwood Drive and 
Koch Lane (southbound only)

Santa Clara Committed 21744 Santa Clara Caltrain bike and pedestrian 
overcrossing for Intermodal Transit Center

Santa Clara Committed 21745 De Anza Trail

Santa Clara Committed 21746 Cox Avenue/Southern Pacific railroad 
intersection improvements; includes 
improvements to grade crossings and bicycle 
paths

Santa Clara Committed 21747 California Avenue bicycle and pedestrian 
undercrossing at Caltrain station

5-44



County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Santa Clara Committed 21756 Widen US 101 from 6 lanes to 8 lanes (HOV 
lanes) from Metcalf Road to Cochrane Road

Santa Clara Committed 21760 Double track Caltrain between San Jose and 
Gilroy

Santa Clara Committed 21770 Caltrain extension to Salinas/Monterey 
(capital funds)

Santa Clara Committed 21785 US 101/Blossom Hill Avenue interchange 
modifications

Santa Clara Committed 21786 US 101/Hellyer Avenue interchange 
modifications

Santa Clara Committed 21787 Palo Alto Intermodal Transit Center (Phase I)

Santa Clara Committed 21788 Zero emission vehicles and facilities for VTA 
bus fleet

Santa Clara Committed 21790 Altamont Commuter Express Upgrade

Santa Clara Committed 21791 Downtown to East Valley Light-rail and Bus 
Rapid Transit, Phases 1 and 2

Santa Clara Committed 21794 Bus Rapid Transit corridor: El Camino Real 
(Line 22)

Santa Clara Committed 21797 Route 17 bus service improvements

Santa Clara Committed 21830 Expressway signal synchronization program

Santa Clara Committed 21831 Montague Expressway level-of-service 
improvements: US 101 to De la Cruz 
Boulevard HOV lanes

Santa Clara Committed 21832 Central Expressway level-of-service 
improvements: Bowers Avenue to De la Cruz 
Boulevard
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2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Santa Clara Committed 21833 Almaden Expressway level-of-service 
improvements: Blossom Hill Road to 
Branham Lane

Santa Clara Committed 21834 San Tomas Expressway level-of-service 
improvements at Campbell Avenue

Santa Clara Committed 21836 San Tomas Expressway level-of-service 
improvements at Hamilton Avenue

Santa Clara Committed 21837 Capitol Expressway level-of-service 
improvements at McLaughlin Avenue

Santa Clara Committed 21838 Foothill Expressway level-of-service 
improvements at various locations

Santa Clara Committed 21922 San Jose International Airport connections to 
Guadalupe LRT

Santa Clara Committed 21923 Bus Rapid Transit corridor: Stevens Creek 
Boulevard

Santa Clara Committed 21924 Extend Vasona LRT from Winchester to 
Vasona Junction in Los Gatos

Santa Clara Committed 94112 Smart Corridor signal synchronization 
program; includes extending system north 
and south

Santa Clara Committed 94117 Transit centers and park-and-ride lots

Santa Clara Committed 94124 Route 87 HOV lanes from Julian Street  to I-
280 and from I-280 to Route 85

Santa Clara Committed 94135 Study to re-align Route 152 from Route 156 
to US 101 (Santa Clara County portion)

Santa Clara Committed 94137 Widen US 101 from 4 lanes to 6 lanes from  
Metcalf Road in South San Jose to Cochrane 
Road in Morgan Hill
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2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Santa Clara Committed 94587 Widen Guadalupe Expressway (Route 87) 
from 4-lane expressway to 6-lane freeway, 
including 2 HOV lanes from US 101 to Julian 
Street in downtown San Jose

Santa Clara Committed 94589 Complete Routes 85/87 interchange and 
connector ramps in San Jose

Santa Clara Committed 94592 Route 85/US 101 interchange improvements 
in Mountain View, includes northbound and 
southbound HOV direct connector ramps

Santa Clara Committed 94617 Capitol Corridor intercity rail service (9 round 
trips daily between Oakland and Sacramento 
and 7 round trips daily between San Jose 
and Oakland)

Santa Clara Committed 96002 Route 152 safety improvements from Uvas 
Creek to Route 156 near Gilroy 

Santa Clara Committed 96019 Tasman Corridor East light rail extension 
from North First Street to Hostetter Road

Santa Clara Committed 98103 Route 17 improvements between Campbell 
and Los Gatos

Santa Clara Committed 98118 Capitol Corridor light rail extension along 
Capitol Avenue from just south of Hostetter 
Road to Wilbur Avenue north of Capitol 
Expressway

Santa Clara Committed 98119 Vasona Corridor light rail extension from 
downtown San Jose to Winchester Boulevard 
in Campbell

Santa Clara Committed 98121 Increase Caltrain service from San Jose to 
Gilroy, includes Caltrain corridor facilities and 
service improvements
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Santa Clara Committed 98171 Complete Route 85 and US 101 interchange 
and connector ramps in South San Jose and 
widen US 101 to 8 lanes from Bernal Road to 
Metcalf Road

Santa Clara Committed 98201 100 low-floor light rail vehicles:  50 new 
vehicles and 50 replacement vehicles

Santa Clara Committed 98849 Route 152 safety and operational 
improvements between US 101 and 
Ferguson Road

Santa Clara System Management 21095 Signal coordination on all county 
expressways in Santa Clara County

Santa Clara System Management 21096 Completion of county expressway HOV 
system in Santa Clara County

Santa Clara System Management 21097 Complete remaining HOV-to-HOV 
connectors in Santa Clara County

Santa Clara System Management 21098 Reversible HOV on US 101 from Cochrane 
Road to Gilroy (6 lanes total: 3 lanes plus 
reversible HOV in peak)

Santa Clara System Management 21099 Extend I-280 HOV lanes further north to 
Page Mill Expressway by taking a mixed flow 
lane in each direction

Santa Clara System Management 21988 Blueprint Express Bus Program: Santa Clara 
Valley/East Valley (Route 22)

Santa Clara Track 1 21702 US 101/Buena Vista Avenue interchange 
construction

Santa Clara Track 1 21703 I-880/Coleman Avenue interchange 
improvements

Santa Clara Track 1 21706 US 101/Fourth Street/Zanker Road 
overcrossing and ramp modifications
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Santa Clara Track 1 21707 I-280/I-680 connector to southbound US 101: 
new grade-separated ramp with Tully Road 
exit ramp

Santa Clara Track 1 21708 Grade-separate Route 85 northbound to I-
280 northbound and I-280 exit to Foothill 
Expressway ramps

Santa Clara Track 1 21712 Montague Expressway/San Tomas 
Expressway/US 101/Mission College 
Boulevard interchange improvements

Santa Clara Track 1 21714 Route 25/Santa Teresa Boulevard/US 101 
interchange construction

Santa Clara Track 1 21715 Additional Route 152 safety improvements 
between US 101 and Route 156 (may include 
a westbound Route 152 to westbound Route 
156 flyover)

Santa Clara Track 1 21716 Widen Route 237 for HOV lanes between 
Route 85 and US 101

Santa Clara Track 1 21717 Upgrade Route 25 to 4-lane expressway 
standards (Santa Clara County portion of 
project)

Santa Clara Track 1 21718 Widen Route 85 from I-280 to Fremont 
Avenue

Santa Clara Track 1 21719 I-880/Stevens Creek Boulevard interchange 
improvements

Santa Clara Track 1 21720 US 101/Tennant Avenue interchange 
improvements in Morgan Hill

Santa Clara Track 1 21722 Trimble Road/De La Cruz Boulevard/Central 
Expressway/US 101 interchange 
improvements

Santa Clara Track 1 21723 US 101/Tully Road interchange modifications
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Santa Clara Track 1 21724 Add US 101 auxiliary lane from Route 87 to 
Montague Expressway

Santa Clara Track 1 21727 Route 87/US 101 ramp connection to Trimble 
Road interchange

Santa Clara Track 1 21749 Construct Butterfield Boulevard from San 
Pedro Road to Watsonville Road

Santa Clara Track 1 21753 Extend Mary Avenue from Almanor Avenue 
to H Street, including Route 237/US 101 
overcrossing in Sunnyvale

Santa Clara Track 1 21840 San Jose-Santa Clara fourth main track and 
station upgrades (Phase I)

Santa Clara Track 1 98175 Widen Montague Expressway from 6 lanes to 
8 lanes (adds two mixed flow lanes) from I-
680 to US 101

Santa Clara Track 1 98210 Widen Central Expressway from 6 lanes to 8 
lanes (adds two HOV lanes) between Route 
237 and  De La Cruz Avene

Santa Clara Track 1 98866 Montague Expressway/Trimble flyover ramp: 
westbound Montague Expressway to 
westbound Trimble Road

Solano County-wide

Solano Committed 21861 Non-pavement maintenance (sidewalk, 
lighting, drainage, landscaping, etc. - 
committed revenues shown)

Solano Committed 21869 Local bridge maintenance (committed 
revenues shown)

Solano Committed 94154 Bicycle and pedestrian projects

Solano Committed 94681 Local streets and roads pavement 
maintenance (committed revenues shown)
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Solano Committed 94683 Vallejo Transit - transit operating and capital 
improvement program (including 
replacement, rehabilitation, and minor 
enhancements for rolling stock, equipment, 
fixed facilities and other capital assets; does 
not include system expansion).

Solano Track 1 21801 Vallejo Transit capital replacement program 
shortfall (see Committed projects)

Solano Track 1 21809 Match for improvements to local interchanges 
and arterials

Solano Track 1 94138 Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) 
streets and roads pavement rehabilitation 
shortfall (see Committed projects)

Solano Track 1 94139 Non-MTS streets and roads pavement 
maintenance shortfall

Solano Track 1 94153 Non-capacity increasing safety projects to 
improve congested intersections, local 
arterials and highways

Solano Track 1 98168 Solano County intercity bus service and 
transit hubs (capital costs)

Solano Track 1 98199 Park-and-ride lots

Solano Track 1 98212 Bicycle and pedestrian projects

Solano Track 1 98509 Local streets and roads non-pavement 
maintenance shortfall (see Committed 
projects)

Solano Track 1 98556 Transportation for Livable Communities - 
county program

Solano Track 1 98565 Surface Transportation Program planning 
funds for the county

Sonoma County Subarea
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2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Sonoma Track 1 21901 Golden Gate Transit (Sonoma County share) 
capital replacement program shortfall (see 
Committed projects)

Sonoma County-wide

Sonoma Committed 21862 Non-pavement maintenance (sidewalk, 
lighting, drainage, landscaping, etc. - 
committed revenues shown)

Sonoma Committed 21870 Local bridge maintenance (committed 
revenues shown)

Sonoma Committed 94694 Local streets and roads pavement 
maintenance (committed revenues shown)

Sonoma Committed 94695 Sonoma County, Santa Rosa, Petaluma, 
Healdsburg, and Cloverdale Transit - transit 
operating and capital improvement program 
(including replacement, rehabilitation, and 
minor enhancements for rolling stock, 
equipment, fixed facilities and other capital 
assets. Does not include system expansion).

Sonoma Committed 98213 Bicycle and pedestrian projects

Sonoma Committed 98572 Golden Gate Transit  (Sonoma County 
share) -Transit operating and capital 
improvement program (including 
replacement, rehabilitation, and minor 
enhancements for rolling stock, equipment, 
fixed facilities and other capital assets; does 
not include expansion.)

Sonoma Track 1 94155 Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) 
streets and roads pavement rehabilitation 
shortfall (see Committed projects)

Sonoma Track 1 94156 Non-MTS streets and roads pavement 
rehabilitation shortfall
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Sonoma Track 1 94163 Bicycle and pedestrian projects in 
Countywide Transportation Plan

Sonoma Track 1 98557 Transportation for Livable Communities - 
county program

Sonoma Track 1 98566 Surface Transportation Program planning 
funds for the county

Sunol Gateway

Alameda Blueprint 21088 Widen Route 84 to 4 lanes between 
Livermore and Sunol (portion not included in 
Committed Funding or Track 1)

Alameda Blueprint 21089 I-680 to I-880 cross connector (Mission 
Boulevard or other alignments, to be 
determined)

Alameda Blueprint 2 21043 Direct HOV to HOV connectors between 
Route 84 HOV lanes and I-680 HOV lanes

Alameda Committed 21339 ACE train station track improvements in 
Alameda County, including parking 
improvements at downtown Livermore station 
and Vasco Road station

Alameda Committed 21437 Regional Express Bus Program: I-680 to 
Pleasant Hill BART Station

Alameda Committed 21438 Regional Express Bus Program: Tri-Valley to 
Sun Microsystems

Alameda Committed 21458 I-680/I-880 cross connector (study only)

Alameda Committed 21460 Iron Horse bicycle, pedestrian and transit 
route

Alameda Committed 21469 I-680/West Las Positas crossing 
improvements
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(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda Committed 21470 I-680/Sunol Boulevard ramp improvements, 
includes signal improvements and widening 
under existing structure

Alameda Committed 21471 I-680/Stoneridge Drive interchange 
improvements

Alameda Committed 21472 I-680/Bernal Avenue interchange 
improvements

Alameda Committed 94501 I-580/I-680 interchange: construct connector 
southbound I-680 to eastbound I-580, 
including new local ramps

Alameda Committed 98141 I-680 Sunol Grade southbound and 
northbound HOV lane, ramp metering and 
auxiliary lane from Route 84 to Route 237 
(possible value pricing project)

Alameda System Management 21086 Reversible HOV from Route 84 to Montague 
Expressway: 3 mixed flow lanes in each 
direction, 1 permanent southbound HOV 
lane, and 1 reversible HOV using movable 
barrier in peak direction (instead of new 
northbound HOV lane funded in Track 1

Alameda System Management 21087 Ramp metering on I-680 South between I-
580 and US 101

Alameda Track 1 21112 Crow Canyon safety improvements

Alameda Track 1 98139 ACE station/track improvements in Alameda 
County, includes parking improvements at 
Vasco Road and downtown Livermore 
stations

Santa Clara Committed 98140 I-680 Sunol Grade southbound and 
northbound HOV lanes, ramp metering and 
auxiliary lane from Route 84 to Route 237 
(possible value pricing project)
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County Investment Type RTPID Project/Program
2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Santa Clara Committed 98151 Planning study and preliminary engineering 
for connector between I-880 and I-680

Transbay Bay Bridge

Alameda System Management 21989 Blueprint Express Bus Program: 
South/Central Alameda County to San 
Francisco

Bay Area Region Blueprint 21882 Blueprint Ferry Program: Various routes 
defined in MTC's Blueprint

Bay Area Region Blueprint 2 21059 New rail tube under the Bay - BART, rail, or 
combination (concept under evaluation in 
Bay Crossings Study)

Bay Area Region Blueprint 2 21067 California High Speed Rail: extend high 
speed service from San Francisco under Bay 
to Sacramento along Capitol Corridor

Bay Area Region Committed 21878 San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge: seismic 
retrofit of the west span and west approach

Bay Area Region Committed 21879 San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge: east 
span seismic safety project

Bay Area Region System Management 21931 Congestion pricing in peak period on Bay 
bridges ($4) and Golden Gate ($5)

San Francisco Blueprint 21050 Treasure Island ramps

Transbay Richmond-San Rafael Bridge

Bay Area Region Committed 21014 Richmond-San Rafael Bridge deck 
replacement

Contra Costa Committed 21432 Regional Express Bus Program: I-
80/Richmond Transbay

Transbay San Mateo-Hayward and Dumbarton Bridges
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2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda Committed 21433 Regional Express Bus Program: Fremont 
BART Station to Stanford University

Alameda System Management 21990 Blueprint Express Bus Program: East Bay to 
Central San Mateo County

Alameda Track 1 21149 Express bus services

Alameda Track 1 21194 Dumbarton rail bridge rehabilitation (Alameda 
County share)

Bay Area Region Committed 21601 Dumbarton Bridge:  widen Bayfront 
Expressway (Route 84) from Dumbarton 
Bridge to US 101/Marsh Road interchange

Bay Area Region Committed 94514 I-880/Route 92 interchange improvements in 
Hayward

Bay Area Region Committed 94657 Widen San Mateo-Hayward Bridge: widen 
low-rise trestle and eastern approach from I-
880 from four to six lanes with shoulders 
(under construction), extend existing 
westbound HOV lane one mile west along 
eastern approach from I-880, construct new 
pedestrian/bicycle overcrossing

San Mateo Blueprint 2 21051 San Mateo and Dumbarton Bridges: add 
lanes to bridges beyond current 
improvements (concept under evaluation in 
Bay Crossings Study)

San Mateo System Management 21932 Take 1 mixed flow lane on San Mateo and 
Dumbarton Bridges for reversible peak 
direction HOV lane

San Mateo Track 1 21618 Dumbarton rail bridge rehabilitation (San 
Mateo County share)

Santa Clara Blueprint 21792 Dumbarton rail bridge rehabilitation (Santa 
Clara County share)

Tri-Valley
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2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda Blueprint 21039 I-238/I-580 truck bypass lane

Alameda Blueprint 21041 Westbound truck climbing lane over Altamont 
Pass

Alameda Blueprint 21494 I-580 HOV lanes from Tassajara to Vasco 
Road (remaining segment)

Alameda Blueprint 21872 I-580 HOV lanes from Vasco Road east to 
Greenville Road

Alameda Committed 21100 Vasco Road/I-580 interchange improvements

Alameda Committed 21347 Rehabilitate and widen Route 84 from I-580 
to Scott Street

Alameda Committed 21455 Widen I-238 from 4 lanes to 6 lanes between 
I-580 and I-880, includes auxiliary lanes on I-
880 south of I-238

Alameda Committed 21456 I-580 eastbound auxiliary lane between 
Santa Rita Road to Airway

Alameda Committed 21457 I-580 interchange improvements at Castro 
Valley Road, Redwood Road, and Center 
Street in Castro Valley

Alameda Committed 21473 Extend North Canyons Parkway westerly to 
Dublin Boulevard

Alameda Committed 21474 I-580/North Livermore Avenue interchange 
improvements

Alameda Committed 21475 I-580/First Street interchange improvements

Alameda Committed 21476 Isabel Avenue/Route 84/I-580 interchange 
improvements: build second bridge to 
provide 6 lanes over I-580 (Phase 2)

Alameda Committed 21477 I-580/Greenville Road interchange 
improvements
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2001 RTP 
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 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda Committed 21478 Extend Las Positas Road between First 
Street and Vasco Road

Alameda Committed 21489 I-580/San Ramon Road/Foothill Road 
interchange improvements

Alameda Committed 21490 I-580/Fallon Road/El Charro Road 
interchange improvements

Alameda Committed 21492 Extend Scarlett Drive from Dublin Boulevard 
to Dougherty Road

Alameda Committed 21493 I-580/I-680 Transportation Operations 
System (TOS)

Alameda Committed 21886 Industrial Parkway upgrade between Whipple 
Road and improved segment of the parkway 
in Hayward

Alameda Committed 94029 Altamont Commuter Express (ACE) rail 
service operating and station/track 
improvements (four roundtrips daily)

Alameda Committed 94034 Widen Isabel Avenue to four lanes (along 
future Route 84 alignment) from I-580 south 
to Vallecitos Road and improvements along 
Route 84 through Pigeon Pass

Alameda Committed 94515 I-580 connections to Hayward Bypass (Route 
238) and interchange improvements:  
northbound Hayward Bypass to northbound I-
580 and northbound Hayward Bypass to 
westbound I-238

Alameda System Management 21085 Ramp metering from I-680/580 interchange 
east to Altamont Pass

Alameda Track 1 21105 Isabel Avenue/Route 84/I-580 partial 
interchange construction (Phase 1)

Alameda Track 1 21113 Widen Dublin Boulevard from 4 lanes to 6 
lanes from Village Parkway to Sierra Court
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2001 RTP 
(Project)

 No Project
(Alt. 1)

System Mgt
(Alt. 2)

Blueprint 1
(Alt. 3)

Blueprint 2
(Alt. 4)

Alameda Track 1 21116 Widen I-580 to add an HOV lane in each 
direction from west of Tassajara Road in 
Pleasanton to east of Vasco Road in 
Livermore (initial segment)

Alameda Track 1 21130 East Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station transit 
village, includes construction of parking 
structure

Alameda Track 1 21133 New West Dublin/Pleasanton BART Station

Alameda Track 1 21151 LAVTA maintenance/operations facility

Alameda Track 1 21885 BART/Tri-Valley Rail Extension (for right-of-
way acquistion)

Alameda Track 1 94024 Auto/truck separation lane at I-580/I-205 
interchange
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